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By Mr. HERTER:

H.R.6144. A bill for the relief of certain
Latvians, Estonians, Lithuanians, Norweglans,
and Polish persons; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H.R.6145. A bill for the relief of Carl
Weitlanner; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. KING:

H.R.6146. A bill for the relief of Chung
Joe Seong, Chu Kwock Po, Chu Tung Shing,
and Chu Tung Chou; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. ELEIN:

H.R. 6147. A bill for the relief of Riva Buna-

mavicius; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. RAINS:

H.R. 6148, A bill for the rellef of R. H.

Hardin: to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WHITAKER:

H.R.6149. A bill to provide for the con-
weyance of certain real property in Hopkins
County, Ky. to the estate of James D,
Meadors; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

SENATE
Fripay, AvGust 26, 1949

(Legislaiive day of Thursday, June 2,
1949)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess,

Rev. Gerhard E. Lenski, pastor, Grace
Lutheran Church, Washington, D. C.,
offered the following prayer:

Eternal and almighty God, whose we
are and whom we serve, we lift our hearts
and minds to Thee as we face the duties,
the decisions, and the responsibilities
that comprise this new day.

Let Thy mind be in us and Thy will
clear before us. Make us more concerned
to do the right than to have our own way.
May we seek Thy divine approval rather
than the praise of men. May we do this
day such things as we will wish that we
had done when finally we shall stand
before Thee to render unto Thee our final
account. So wilt Thou ever bless us as
Thy servants and guide and keep us,
even unto life eternal. Through Jesus
Christ, Thy Son, our Lord. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. ELLENDER, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
August 25, 1949, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-
tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr, Miller, one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, notified the Senate that
Hon. E. E. Cox, a Representative from
the State of Georgia, was elected Speaker
pro tempore during the absence of the
Speaker,

The message announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 936) to pro-
vide for the care and custody of insane
persons charged with or convicted of
offenses against the United States, and
for other purposes, with amendments, in
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which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 2115) to
authorize payments by the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs on the purchase of
automobiles or other conveyances by
certain disabled veterans, and for other
purposes, with an amendment, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the joint resolu-
tion (S. J. Res. 109) to amend the Na-
tional Housing Act, as amended, with
an amendment, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills and
joint resolution, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.5647. An act to prohibit the picket-
ing of United States courts;

H.R.5833. An act to clarify provisions of
existing law relative to vocational training
of veterans under Public Law 346, Seventy-
eighth Congress;

H.R.6022. An act to increase the rates of
compensation of certain employees of the
Department of Medicine and Surgery of the
Veterans’ Administration, and for other
purposes;

H.R.6114. An act to set aside certain
lands in Oklahoma, formerly a part of the
Cheyenne-Arapaho Reservation, and known
as the Fort Reno Military Reservation, for
the Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes of Indians of
Oklahoma, and for other purposes; and

H. J.Res. 337. Joint resolution extending
the time for payment of the sums author-
ized for the relief of the owners of certain
properties abutting Eastern Avenue in the
District of Columbia.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ELLENDER. Isuggestthe absence
of a quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Byrd Ives Murray
Cain Jenner G'Mahoney
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Pepper
Chapman Johnson, Tex, ed
Connally Kefauver Robertson
Cordon Eem Saltonstall
Donnell Eerr Schoeppel
Douglas Kilgore Smith, Maine
Ecton Knowland Smith, N. J.
Eilender Langey Sparkman
Flanders Long Stennis
Frear Lucas Taft
Fulbright McCarthy Taylor
George McClellan Thomas, Okla,
Gillette McFarland Thomas, Utah
Green McEellar Tydings
Gurney McMahon Vandenberg
Hayden Magnuson Watkins
Hendrickson Malone Wherry
Hickenlooper Maybank Wiley
Hill Miller Williams
Hoey Millikin Young
Holland Morsze
Humphrey Mundt

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the

Senator from New MeXico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
and the Senator from California [Mr.
DownEeY] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AwpeErsON], the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EastLanD], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Leany], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. JounsTton], the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. MYERrs],
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr,
NEeeLY], the Senator from Maryland [Mr,
O'Conorl, and the Senator from Ken-
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tucky [Mr. WiTHERS] are absent on pub-
lic business.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
Graaam] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on public business.

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr,
Huntl is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CarraN] and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL] are absent by leave of the
Senate. -

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce that
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN],
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Butr-
LER], the Senator from New York [Mr.
Durres], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. FErcuson], the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Lopge]l, and the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Toeey] are
absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from New- Hampshire
[Mr. Bripcesl, the Senator from Maine
[Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Bricker], and the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. THYE] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Barpwin] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business. :

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MarTIN] is absent on official business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be absent from the
session of the Senate tomorrow because
of a long-standing engagement to meet
certain of my constituents.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CAIN asked and obtained consent
to be absent from the sessions of the
Senate from Saturday noon, August 27,
to 4 o'clock on Tuesday next.

Mr. LANGER asked and obtained con-
sent to be absent from the sessions of
the Senate from tomorrow, Saturday,
until Tuesday next at 4:30 p. m.

Mr. SCHOEPFEL asked and obtained
consent to be absent from the session of
the Senate on Saturday, August 27.

On request of Mr. Ives, and by unan-
imous consent, Mr. DULLES was excused
from attendance on the sessions of the
Senate until Tuesday next.

Mr. MAYBANK asked and obtained
consent to be excused from attendance
on the session of the Senate between
the hours of 1:30 and 3 p. m. today
because of an important engagement in
one of the departments, and also to be
absent tomorrow.

Mr. MAYBANK subsequently said:
Mr. President, earlier today I requested
unanimous consent to be absent from the
Senate tomorrow. I now ask unanimous
consent to be absent for several days
next week, also.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, consent is granted.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE
SESSION

On request of Mr. ELLENDER, and by
unanimous consent, the Commitiee on
Foreign Relations and the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, sitting jointly, were au-
thorized to meet this afternoon during
the session of the Senate.
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TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators may be
permitted to present petitions and memo-
rials, introduce bills and resolutions, and
submit routine matters for the REcorp, as
though the Senate were in the morning
hour, and without debate.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob-
Jection, it is so ordered.

. DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAFPERS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a letter from the Archivist of the
United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a list of papers and documents on
the files of several departments and agen-
cies of the Government which are not
needed in the conduct of business and
have no permanent value or historical
interest, and requesting action looking to
their disposition, which, with the accom-
panying papers, was referred to a Joint
Select Committee on the Disposition of
Papers in the Executive Departments.

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr,
JounsToN of South Carolina and Mr.
Lancer members of the committee on the
part of the Senate.

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

5.240. A bill to stimulate the exploration,
production, and conservation of strategic and
critical ores, metals, and minerals and for
the establishment within the Department of
the Interior of a Mine Incentive Payments
Division, and for other purposes; without
amendment and without recommendation
(Rept. No. 958).

By Mr. EERR, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

B.477. A bill to authorize and direct the
Becretary of the Interior to issue to Winfred
DeCoteau a patent in fee to certain land;
without amendment (Rept. No. 859);

H.R.2706. A bill authorizing the issuance
of a patent in fee to Susie Larvie Dillon;
without amendment (Rept. No. 860);

H.R.2920. A bill authorizing the issuance
of a patent in fee to George Swift Horse;
without amendment (Rept. No. 961);

H. R.3616, A bill authorizing the issuance
of a patent in fee to Lulu Two Bpears Iron
Bird; with an amendment (Rept. No. 962);

H. R.3667. A bill authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to issue a patent in fee to
Lenora Farwell Fritzler; without amendment
(Rept. No. 963);

H. R. 3886. A bill authorizing the Secretary
of the Interlor to issue a patent in fee to
Jeanette Pearl Burns; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 964); and

H.R.4254. A bill authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to issue a patent in fee to
Sidney Blackhair; without amendment (Rept,
No. 965).

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting several
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

NATIONAL MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT
APPROPRIATIONS—AMENDMENT
Mr. MORSE submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (H. R. 4146) making appropriations
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for the National Security Council, the
National Security Resources Board, and
for military functions administered by
the National Military Establishment for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and
for other purposes, which was ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

COMPENSATION FOR CERTAIN GOVERN-
MENT EMPLOYEES—AMENDMENTS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit amendments intended to be proposed
by me to the bill (H. R. 3191) to amend
the act approved September 7, 1916 (ch.
458, 39 Stat. 742), entitled “An act to
provide compensation for employees of
the United States suffering injuries
while in the performance of their duties,
and for other purposes,” as amended, by
extending coverage to civilian officers of
the United States and by making bene-
fits more realistic in terms of present
wage rates, and for other purposes, and
I ask unanimous consent that the
amendments, together with an explana-
tory statement by me be printed in the
RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ments submitted by the Senator from
Oregon will be received, printed, and lie
on the table, and, without objection, the
amendments and the explanatory state-
ment will be printed in the REcorn. The
Chair hears no objection.

The amendments submitted by Mr,
MogsE are as follows:

On page 22, at the end of line 14, insert
a colon and the following: “Provided, how-
ever, That this subsection shall not apply to
a master or & member of the crew of any
vessel.”

On page 387, beginning with line 24, strike
out all to and Including line 6, page 88, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“(g) The amendment made by section 201
of this act to section 7 of the Federal Em-
ployees’ Compensation Act, making the
remedy and liability under such act exclu-
sive except as to masters or members of the
crew of any vessel, shall apply to any case of
injury or death occurring prior to the date
of enactment of this act: Provided, however,
That any person who has commenced a civil
action or an action in admiralty with respect
to such injury or death prior to such date,
shall have the right at his election to con-
tinue such action notwithstanding any pro-
vision of this act to the contrary, or to dis-
continue such action within 6 months after
such date before final judgment and file
clalm for compensation under the Federal
Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended,
within the time limited by sections 15 to 20
of such act (including any extension of such
time limitations by any provision of this
act), or within 1 year after enactment of this
act, whichever is later. If any such action is
not discontinued and is decided adversely
to the claimant on the ground that the
remedy or liability under the Federal Em-
ployees’ Compensation Act is exclusive, or
on jurisdictional grounds, or for insufficiency
of the pleadings, the claimant shall, within
the time limited by sections 15 to 20 of such
act (including any extension of such time
limitations by any provision of this act),
or within 1 year after final determination
of such cause, whichever is later, be entitled
to file a claim under such act.”

On page 39, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following new section:

“SEAMEN
“Sec. 305. (a) Nothing contained in this act
ghall be construed to affect the exclusion of
certain seamen (as defined in the act of
Mar. 24, 1943, chap. 26, 57 Stat. 45, as
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amended; 50 U. 8. C.,, appendix, sec. 1201)
from the terms of the Federal Employees'
Compensation Act, as provided by such act
of March 24, 1943, as amended.

“{b) Nothing contained in this act shall
be construed to affect any maritime rights
and remedies of a master or member of the
crew of any vessel.”

The explanatory statement presented
by Mr. Morsk is as follows:

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 3191
PROPOSED BY SENATOR MORSE

The amendments being submitted to H,
ER. 3191, the bill amending the Federal Em-
ployees' Compensation Act, are concerned
with two subjects:

1, The status of seamen under the Com-
pensation Act, and

2. The status of pending suits against the
Government by Federal employees, brought
under the Federal Tort Claims Act and other
statutes.

The bill, as passed by the House and re-
ported with amendments, by the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
provides that as to all Federal employees
the Compensation Act benefits shall be ex-
clusive and in place of any other liability
of the United States or its instrumentalities,
Thus, by section 201 of the bill, a new sub-
section is added to section 7 of the Compen=-
sation Act, reading as follows:

“(b) The liability of the United States or
any of its instrumentalities under this act
or any extension thereof with respect to the
injury or death of an employee shall be ex-
clusive, and In place, of all other liability
of the United States or such instrumentality
to the employee, his legal representative,
spouse, dependents, next of kin, and anyone
otherwise entitled to recover damages from
the United States or such instrumentality,
on account of such injury or death, in any
direct judicial proceedings in a civil action
or in admiralty, or by proceedings, whether
administrative or judieclal, under any other
workmen's compensation law or under any
Federal tort liability statute.”

In the report of the Senate committee, this
provision is explained as follows:

“Sec, 201, Section 7 of the act would be
amended by designating the present lan-
guage as subsection (a) and by adding a
new subsection (b). The purpose of the lat=
ter is to make it clear that the right to com=-
pensation benefits under the act is exclusive
and in place of any and all other legal lia-
bility of the United States or its Instrumen-
talities of the kind which can be enforced by
original proceeding whether administrative
or judieial, in a civil action or in admiralty
or by any proceeding under any other work=-
men’s compensation law or under any Fed-
eral tort liability statute. Thus, an im-
portant gap in the present law would be
filled and at the same time needless and ex-
pensive litigation will be replaced with
measured justice. The savings to the United
Btates, both in damages recovered and in the
expense of handling the lawsuits, should be
very substantial and the employees will
benefit accordingly under the Compensation
Act as liberallzed by this bill.

“Workmen's compensation laws, in gen-
eral, specify that the remedy therein pro-
vided shall be the exclusive remedy. The
basic theory supporting all workmen's com=-
pensation legislation is that the remedy
afforded is a substitute for the employee's (or
dependent’s) former remedy at law for dam-
ages against the employer. With the crea-
tion of corporate instrumentalities of Gov-
ernment and with the enactment of various
statutes authorizing suits against the United
Btates for tort, new problems have arisen.
Buch statutes as the Suits in Admiralty Act,
the Public Vessels Act, the Federal Tort
Claims Act, and the like, authorize in general
terms the bringing of civil actions for dam-
ages against the United States. The inade-
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quacy of the benefits under the Employees’
Compensation Act has tended to cause Fed-
eral cmployees to seek relief under these
general statutes, Similarly corporate instru-
mentalities created by the Congress among
their powers are authorized to sue and be
sued, and this, in turn, has resulted in filing
of suits by employees against such instru-
mentalities based upon accidents in em-
ployments.

“This situation has been of considerable
concern to all Government agencies and
especially to the corporate instrumentalities.
Since the propesed remedy would afford em-
ployees and their dependents a planned and
substantial protection, to permit other
remedies by clvil action or suits would not
only be unnecessary, but would in general be
uneconomical, from the standpoint of both
the beneficiaries involved and the Govern-
ment."”

Under existing law, Government-employed
seamen have been accorded the right to
assert their maritime rights against the
United States under the Suits in Admiralty
Act and Public Vessels Act, and, moreover
have been permitted an election to accept the
benefits of the compensation in lieu of their
maritime rights. The benefits to seamen
under maritime law, which would be wiped
out prospectively and to some extent retro-

_actively by section 201 of the bill, are re-
garded as valuable rights by federally em-
ployed seamen, whose numbers exceed 16,000
at the present time. The representatives of
maritime unions are now strongly urging,
since the bill was placed on the Senate
Calendar, that their right to sue the United
Btates under maritime law be preserved and
that they be kept in status quo. It would
appear that none of the seamen’s representa-
tives were apprised of the implications of the
bill insofar as it affects their maritime
rights. Consequently none of the representa-
tives of maritime labor appeared before the
committees which considered the bill, and
upon a perusal of the hearings I find no
evidence that the effect of the bill upon sea-
men was explored on the merits. I think this
is particularly unfortunate, although un-
doubtedly inadvertent, in view of the fact
that seamen for years have opposed exclu-
sive coverage under workmen's compensa-
ticn,

Because I think there is merit in thelr
position, and because I feel they should not
be deprived of benefits they have enjoyed for
many years without opportunity to have
their arguments carefully considered by the
appropriate committees of the Congress, I am
propesing these amendments which are in-
tended, insofar as possible, to preserve the
rights of federally employed seamen under
existing law to proceed against the United
States apart from the Compensation Act,
The purpose is likewise to preserve the status
quo as to choice of remedies by seamen.

The first amendment, therefore, proposes
to add the following proviso to section 7 (b)
of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act,
which subsection would be inserted in that
act by section 201 of the bill: “Provided,
however, That this subsection shall not apply
to a master or a member of the crew of any
vessel.”

By this proviso, it is Intended that the
special provision, as added to the Compen-
gation Act by this bill, declaring the liability
of the United States under that act to be
exclusive, shall not apply to seamen em-
ployed by the United States. It is not in-
tended that the right of federally employed
geamen, as heretofore recognized by the
courts, to the maintain suits against the
United States, shall be lessened by this bill,
In short, the amendment is intended merely
to preserve the status quo as to seamen. If
the Congress should decide to go into this
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matter further at some future session, it
could then do so without delaying the
enactment of this urgently needed bill.

I propose further that a new section, sec-

tion 305, be added to the bill on page 39,

between lines 17 and 18, as follows:
“SEAMEN

“Sec. 305. (a) Nothing contained in this
act shall be construed to affect the exclusion
of certain seamen (as defined in the act of
March 24, 1043, ch. 28, 57 Stat. 45, as
amended; 50 U. S. C.,, Appendix, sec. 1291)
from the terms of the Federal Employees’
Compensation Act, as provided by such act
of March 24, 1943, as amended.

“(b) Nothing contained in this act shall be
construed to affect any maritime rights and
remedies of a master or member of the crew
of any vessel.”

Subsection (a) of the proposed section 305
is necessary because of the special status of
seamen on vessels that were operated under
general agency agreements with the War
Shipping Administration, now succeeded by
the Maritime Commission. By the so-called
Clarification Act of March 24, 1943, as
amended (50 U. S. C., Appendix, sec. 1201),
seamen on vessels so operated are excluded
from coverage under the Federal Employees’
Compensation Act, and it is not intended to
supersede the Clarification Act by these
amendments. While the House report on the
bill (H. Rept. No. 729, p. 13) states that it
is not intended to repeal this specific statu-
tory exclusion, doubts have been expressed
as to whether the bill and the explanation
in the House report would have the intended
effect. Consequently, to resolve doubts on
this score, subsection (a) of section 305 is
proposed, in order to maintain the status quo
under the Clarification Act.

Subsection (b) of the proposed new sec-
tion 305 is intended out of caution, to re-
affirm what is accomplished by the proposed
amendment to section 201 of the bill, lest
some other provision of the bill which, in
some way not now foreseen, might be con-
strued to take away any election of remedies
that seamen might now have. The new sub-
section would make clear that no provision
of this amending act, as distinguished from
the existing Compensation Act itself, shall
be construed to affect any maritime rights
or remedies of seamen. The purpose is to
reserve to seamen whatever rights they now
have, or may be held to have, under mari-
time law, and to allay the fears that have
been expressed that the amendments to the
Compensation Act being made by this bill
will be construed to negative or reduce any
of the maritime rights and remedies of sea-
men.

2. It will be observed that section 303 (g)
of the bill, on pages 37 and 38, states that
the exclusive remedy under the Compensa-
tion Act, as provided in the amendment
made by section 201 of this bill, shall not
apply to cases of injury or death in which
liability under laws other than the Com-
pensation Act was “finally determined”
prior to the enactment of the present bill.
The effect of this provision is to substitute
the remedies provided in the Compensation
Act for remedies being pursued by Federal
employees in a large number of civil and
admiralty actions. Thus rights, if any,
presently existing and being asserted in
pending court proceedings would be wiped
out, autematically. It appears to me that
such retroactive effect is not desirable or
equitable. Claimants merit better treat-
ment from their government,

The amendment I propose, as a substitute
for section 303 (g) of the bill, reads as fol-
lows:

“(g) The amendment made by section 201
of this act to section 7 of the Federal Em=-
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ployees' Compensation Act, making the reme-
dy and liability under such act exclusive ex-
cept as to masters and members of the crew
of any vessels, shall apply to any case of in-
jury or death ocecurring prior to the date
of enactment of this act: Provided, however,
That any person who has commenced a civil
action or an action in admiralty with respect
to such injury or death prior to such date,
shall have the right at this election to con-
tinue such action notwithstanding any pro-
vision of this act to the contrary, or to dis-
continue such action within 6 months after
such date before final judgment and file
claim for compensation under the Federal
Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended,
within the time limited by sections 15 to 20
of such act (including any extension of such
time limitations by any provision of this
act), or within 1 year after enactment of
this act, whichever is later. If any such ac-
tion is not discontinued and is decided ad-
versely to the claimant on the ground that
the remedy or liability under the Federal
Employees’ Compensation Act is exclusive,
or on jurisdictional grounds, or for insuffici-
ency of the pleadings, the claimant shall,
within the time limited by sections 15 to 20
of such act (including any extension of such
time limitations by any provision of this
act), or within 1 year after final determina-
tion of such cause, whichever is later, be en-
titled to file a claim under such act.”

The effect of this amendment would be to
give Federal employees, for a limited period a
right to elect, in certain situations, whether
to pursue their remedies (if they have any)
sought in pending cases or to come under
the terms of the Compensation Act. Thus,
the exclusive remedy provision of section
201 would not automatically apply with re-
gpect to an injury or death occurring prior to
the date of enactment of this bill if a civil
action or an action in admiralty had been
commenced with respect thereto prior to the
date of enactment of this bill. Persons main-
taining such actions could discontinue them
within 6 months, before final judgment, and
be entitled to file a claim for compensation
within the time limits provided in the Fed-
eral Employees’ Compensation Act, as
amended, or within 1 year after the enact-
ment of this bill, whichever is later. More-
over, in recognition of the fact that some
legal actions might be decided adversely to
the claimant on grounds other than the mer-
its of the claim, it is provided that persons
whose pending claims are dismissed on jur-
isdictional grounds, insufficiency of the
pleadings, or because the remedy under the
Compensation Act is exclusive, may file claim
under the Compensation Act within similar
time limitations.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred, as follows:

By Mr. MILLER:

5.2495. A bill to permit verdicts in diver-
sity of citizenship cases, by juries composed
of the number of jurors required under State
law; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SPAREMAN (for himself and
Mr. SALTONSTALL).:

5.2496. A hill to authorize contributions
to Cooperative for American Remittances to
Europe, Inc.; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado:

S.2497. A bill for the relief of Walter John
Gamel; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

5. 2498 (by request). A bill authorizing the
advanced training in aeronautics of techni-
cal personnel of the Civil Aeronautics Board;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.
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HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
REFERRED OR PLACED ON CALENDAR

The following bills and joint resolution
were severally read twice by their titles,
and referred, or ordered to be placed on
the calendar, as indicated:

H.R. 5647, An act to prohibit the picket-
inz of United States courts; ordered to be
placed on the calendar.

H.R.5833. An act to clarify provisions of
existing law relative to vocational training
of veterans under Public Law 346, Seventy-
eighth Congress; and

H.R.6022. An act to increase the rates of
compensation of certain employees of the
Department of Medicine and Surgery of the
Veterans' Administration, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare. A

H.R.6114, An act to set aside certain
lands in Oklahoma, formerly a part of the
Cheyenne-Arapaho Reservation, and known
as the Fort Reno Military Reservation, for
the Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes of Indians of
Oklahoma, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

H. J. Res, 337. Joint resolution extending
the time for payment of the sums authorized
for the relief of the owners of certain prop-
erties abutting Eastern Avenue in the Dis-
trict of Columbia; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

DEDICATORY ADDRESS BY SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE LOUIS JOHNSON AT
YESHIVA UNIVERSITY

[Mr. DOUGLAS asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an address by
Hon. Louis Johnson, Secretary of Defense, at
dedicatory exercises at Yeshiva University,
New York, on Sunday, June 12, 1949, which
appears in the Appendix.]

DANGEROUS ECONOMY — EDITORIAL
FROM THE WOODBURY (N. J.) DAILY
TIMES

[Mr. HENDRICESON asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the Recorp an edito-
rial entitled “Dangerous Economy,” pub-
lished in the August 24, 1940, issue of the
Woodbury (N. J.) Daily Times, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]

STATEMENT BY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF LABOR PHILIP EAISER

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp the statement
made by Philip Kaiser on the occasion when
he took the cath of office as Assistant Secre-
tary of Labor, which appears in the Ap-
pendix. |

REORGANIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE
BRANCH—COMMENTS FROM WISCONSIN

|Mr. WILEY asked and obtalned leave to
have printed in the REcorRp comments from
Wisconsin regarding the reorganization of
the Government, which appear in the Ap-
pendix.]

INDEPENDENT BUSINESS

[Mr. EEFAUVER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp a statement
isrued by the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business, Inc., relating to a message
by its president, C. Wilson der, dated
August 17, 1949, with reference to the so-
called O'Mahoney-Eefauver antimonopoly
merger bill, which appears in the Appendix.]

THE TREATY IS HALF THE PROGRAM—
EDITORIAL FROM THE MEMPHIS PRESS-
BCIMITAR

[Mr. KEFAUVER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial
entitled “The Treaty Is Half the Program,”
published in the Memphis Press-Scimitar of
July 22, 1949, which appears in the Appen-
dix.] -
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FRIENDS WHO ARE ENEMIES—ARTICLE BY
THOMAS W. CHRISTOPHER

[Mr. EILGORE asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an article en-
titled “Friends Who Are Enemies,” written
by Thomas W. Christopher, and published
in the August 1949 issue of the Kiwanis
magazine, which appears in the Appendix.]
PROGRESS ON THE DP BILL—EDITORIAL

FROM THE NEW YORK TIMES

[Mr. EILGORE asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial
entitled “Progress on the DP Bill,"” published
in the New York Times of August 26, 1949,
which appears in the Appendix.]

LOOK TO YOUR OWN, AMERICANS—ARTI-
CLE BY PRESTON B. WATERBURY
[Mr. MORSE asked and cbtained leave to
have printed in the ReEcorp an article by
Preston B, Waterbury, colonel, United States
Army, retired, entitled “Look To Your Own,
Americans,” which appears in the Appendix.]

FOREST ACCESS ROADS

[Mr. MORSE asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en=-
titled “Remove the Handcuffs,” published in
the Roseburg (Oreg.) News-Review, and a
news item published in the same newspaper,
with reference to forest access roads, which
appear in the Appendix.]

GOOD ROADS

[Mr. MORSE asked and obtalned leave to
have printed in the RECORD two letters to the
Medford (Oreg.) News, on the subject of good
roads, which appear in the Appendix.]
THE MUNDT BILL—ARTICLE FROM THE

WASHINGTON POST

[Mr. MORSE asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an article en-
titled “Mundt Bill,” published in the Wash-
ington Post of August 23, 1949, which appears
in the Appendix.]
CARE AND CUSTODY OF CERTAIN INSANE

PERBONS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill (S. 936) to
provide for the care and custody of in-
sane persons charged with or convicted
of offenses against the United States, and
for other purposes, which were, on page
5, lines 4 and 5, strike out “may in its
discretion” and insert “shall”; on page b,
line 9, strike out “may” and insert
“shall”; and on page 5, line 16, after
“Government.”, insert “At such hearing
the court may in its discretion call any
other witnesses for the prisoner.”

Mr. EILGORE. Mr. President, the
enactment of this bill is badly needed.
The only amendments made by the
House to the bill make it mandatory that
persons convicted of crimes who have
been adjudged to be insane prior to their
discharge from the institution for the
insane in which they have been confined
must be reported back to the district
court which shall have appointed an
alienist to examine them, In the Sen-
ate bill we used the word “may,” and the
House made it “shall.” Inasmuch as
the bill is badly needed in connection
with the care of the criminal insane, I
move that the Senate concur in the
amendments of the House.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from West Virginia.

The motion was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL HOUSING ACT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid hefore the
Senate the amendment of the House of
Representatives to the joint resolution
(8. J. Res. 109) to amend the National
Housing Act, as amended, which was, to
strike out all after the enacting claus
and insert: '

That the National Housing Act, as
amended, is hereby amended—

(1) by striking out of the first sentence
of section 2 (a) “SBeptember 1, 1949" and
inserting in lieu thereof “November 1, 1949.”

(2) by striking out of the proviso in sec-
tion 203 (a) *“$5,300,000,000" and inserting in
leu thereof “$5,500,000,000" and by striking
out of such proviso *“$5,500,000,000"” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$6,000,000,000,”

(8) by striking out of the second proviso
in section 603 (a) “August 31, 1949" in each
place where it appears therein and inserting
in lieu thereof “October 31, 1949.”

Mr. MAYBANK. I move that the
Senate concur in the amendment of the
House.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
will the Senator please explain what is
proposed to be done?

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the
House has amended Senate Joint Reso-
lution 109 by making an additional ex-
tension of time in connection with what
were formerly known as titles 1 and 6 of
the National Housing Act, and author-
izing additional funds under title 2 of
that act, but which are now in title 1 of
Senate bill 2246,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from South Carolina that the
Senate concur in the House amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

NATIONAL MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT
APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 4146) making appro-
priations for the National Security Coun-
cil, the National Security Resources
Board, and for military functions ad-
ministered by the National Military Es-
tablishment for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1950, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will proceed to state the amendment
reported by the Committee on Appro-
priations.

The first amendment of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations was, under the
heading “Title II, National Military Es-
tablishment, Office of the Secretary of
Defense,” on page 3, line 16, after the
word “exceed”, to strike out “four” and
insert “five, including one at not to ex-
ceed $3,000”; in line 23, after the word
“conclusive”, to strike out “$9,000,000”
and insert “$11,450,000”; and in the same
line, after the amendment just above
stated, to insert a colon and the follow-
ing proviso: “Provided, That, during the
current fiscal year, whenever under au-
thority of law, any function or activity
is transferred or assigned from the De-
partments of the Army, Navy, or Air
Force to an agency for which funds are
provided under this appropriation, such
amounts as may be approved by the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget
may be transferred to this appropriation
from the current appropriation or ap-
propriations available to those Depart-
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ments for the function or activity so
transferred.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Retired pay,” on page 4, line
12, after the word “Force”, to strike out
$180,000,000” and insert “$190,780,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Title III—Department of the
Army—General Staff Corps—Field exer-
cises,” on page 6, line 4, after “(28 U. 8.
C. 2672)”, to strike out “$6,000,000” and
insert “$2,500,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Finance Department—Finance
service, Army,” on page 8, line 2, after
“(Public Law 248)”, to strike out “$1,-
448,350,000 and insert *“$1,453,350,000,
of which not to exceed $10,000,000 may
be transferred to the appropriation
‘Finance service, Army, 1949, and.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Travel of the Army,” on page
10, line 11, after the word “unpacking”,
to strike out “$77,000,000” and insert
“$85,692,000.”

The amendment was agreea to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Apprehension of deserters,” on
page 11, line 22, after the word ‘“‘sen-
tence”, to strike out “involving dishon-
orable discharge.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Finance service,” on page 12,
line 3, after the word “Department”, to
strike out *$28,500,000” and insert “$28,-
743.000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Subsistence of the Army,” on
page 14, line 13, after the word “all”, to
strike out “$255,000,000” and insert
“$274,858,000."

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 14,
line 16, after the word “products”, to in-
sert a colon and the following additional
provisos: “Provided further, That no
part of this or any other appropriation
contained in this act shall be available
for the procurement of any article of
food or clothing not grown or produced
in the United States or its possessions,
except to the extent that the Secretary
of the Army shall determine that a satis-
factory quality and sufficient quantity of
any articles of food or clothing grown or
produced in the United States or its pos-
sessions cannot be procured as and when
needed at United States market prices
and without unduly increasing future
United States market prices and except
procurements by vessels in foreign waters
and emergency procurements or procure-
ments of highly perishable foods by es-
tablishments located outside the conti-
nental United States, except the Terri-
tories of Hawaii and Alaska, for the per-
sonnel attached thereto: Provided fur-
ther, That, notwithstanding the provi-
sions of the foregoing proviso, the Secre-
tary of the Army is authorized to pur-
chase from the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration any meat owned and stored by
such Corporation on the date of enact-
ment of this act which the Secretary
determines to be of a satisfactory quality
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for the use of the Military Establish-
ment, or for civilian feeding in occupied
areas.”

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, there is
an amendment to the committee amend-
ment, on page 15, line 12, in which a
number of Senators are interested. In
view of the fact that many of the spon-
sors of the amendment are not present,
I ask that the committee amendment be
passed over for the time being.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the committee amendment just
stated will be temporarily passed over.

The clerk will state the next commit-
tee amendment.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Regular supplies of the Army,”
on page 16, line 4, after the word “irriga-
tion”, to strike out “$115,000,000" and
insert “$125,030,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Clothing and equipage,” on
page 17, line 9, after the word “intern-
ment”, to strike out $192,000,000" and
insert “$207,533,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Incidental expenses of the
Army,” on page 18, line 18, after the
word “sites”, to strike out “$104,900,000"
and insert “$107,286,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Transportation Corps—Trans-
portation service, Army,” on page 19,
line 7, after the word “activities”, to
strike out “$340,000,000: Provided” and
insert “$332,000,000”; in the same line,
after the amendment just above stated,
to insert a colon and the following pro-
viso: “Provided, That $32,000,000 of the
unexpended balance of the appropriation
‘Transportation service, Army, 1949
shall remain available until June 30,
1950, and shall be merged with the
appropriation ‘Transportation service,
Army,” made by this act.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 19,
line 18, after the word “procured”, to
insert a colon and the following addi-
tional proviso: “Provided further, That
vessels under the jurisdiction of the
Maritime Commission, the Department
of the Army, or the Department of the
Navy may be transferred or otherwise
made available without reimbursement
to any of such agencies upon the request
of the head of one agency and the ap-
proval of the agency having jurisdiction
of the vessels concerned.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead ““Signal Corps—Signal service of
the Army,” on page 21, line 25, after the
word “thereof”, to strike out “$200,000,-
000” and insert “$207,390,000."”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Corps of Engineers—Engineer
service, Army,” on page 25, line 4, after
the word “for”, to strike out “$125,000,-
000" and insert ‘“$128,925,000."

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Barracks and quarters, Army,”
on page 26, line 1, after the word “for”,
to strike out “$188,670,000" and insert
“$187,732,269”; and on page 27, line 3,
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after the words “sum of”, to strike out
“$7,300,000” and insert “$9,300,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Military construction, Army,”
on page 27, line 17, after “(28 U. 8. C.
2672) ", to strike out “$86,737,000” and in-
sert “$85,706,120.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Ordnance Department—Ord-
nance service and supplies, Army,” on
page 29, line 1, before the word “of”, to
strike out “$730,000,000" and insert
*$757,852,000”; and in line 4, after the
numerals “1949”, to insert a colon and
the following additional proviso: “Pro-
vided further, That the sum of $5,000,000
of the appropriation ‘Ordnance service
and supplies, Army’, 1942-1946, shall re-
main available until June 30, 1950, for the
payment of obligations incurred under
contracts executed thereunder prior to
July 1, 1946.” 3

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Chemical Corps—Chemical
service, Army,” on page 30, line 9, after
the word “ranges”, to strike out *“$35,-
000,000 and insert “$36,301,000."

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “National Board for Promotion
of Rifle Practice, Army”, on page 42, line
11, after the word “competitions”, to in-
sert “(no more than $10,000 of which
shall be available for incidental expenses,
including travel of a team representing
the United States at the international
matches to be held in Argentina in the
calendar year 1949)"; and on page 43,
line 1, after the word “Army”, to strike
out “$272,500” and insert “$160,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead ‘“Departmental salaries and ex-
penses—Salaries, Department of the
Army,” on page 44, line 15, after “Ad-
jutant General’s Office”, to strike out
“$10,300,000” and insert “$10,520,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 44,
line 17, after “Office of the Judge Ad-
vocate General”, to strike out “$600,000"
and insert “$620,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 44,
line 20, after “Office of the Quartermas-
ter General”, to strike out “$7,200,000”
and insert “$7,303,000.” ;

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 44,
line 22, after “Office of the Chief of
Transportation”, to strike out “$3,000,-
000" and insert “$3,006,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 45,
line 3, after “Office of Chief of Engi-
neers”, to strike out *$4,000,000” and in-
sert ““$4,035,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 45,
line 4, after “Office of Chief of Ord-
nance”, to strike out “$4,300,000” and in-
sert “$4,318,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 45,
line 6, after “Office of Chief of Chap-
lains”, to strike out “$129,000" and in-
sert “$106,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Contingent expenses, Depart-
ment of the Army,” on page 45, line 10,
after the word “government”, to strike
out “$9,000,000” and insert “$9,065,000."”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Title IV—Department of the
Navy—Ofiice of the Secretary—Miscel-
laneous expenses,” on page 45, line 25,
after the word “expenses”, to strike out
“$4,300,000"" and insert “$4,342,600.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Contingencies of the Navy,” on
page 46, line 9, after the word “service”,
to strike out *“$17,500,000" and insert
“$17,634,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma a question about the
committee amendment on page 43, line 1.
This item is for rifle practice. I notice
that the committee amendment would
reduce the House figure from $272,500 to
$160,000.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is
the budget estimate.

Mr. HILL. Was $160,000 the budget
estimate?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is
correct.

Mr. HILL. I know the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma worked hard on
this bill. He gave a great amount of
time, thought, and consideration to it.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Let me
say further that, as stated yesterday, the
House increased the budget estimates in
certain particulars. This was oné of the
few places where the House increased the
budget estimate. As I stated yesterday,
if the House conferees make a good case
and convince the Senate conferees that
more money should be allowed for the
rifle-practice program, speaking for my-
self, I shall be agreeable to increasing
the figure above the budget estimate. As
I understand, there is to be a rifle tour-
nament in Argentina. That will cost
something, but not a large sum. This is
one of the items which I had in mind
vesterday, with respect to which the
House figure is above the budget esti-
mate. When the bill goes to conference,
I think we can agree without doing dam-
age to this program.

Mr. HILL. I know what a good friend
of national defense the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma is. I know of
his interest in the National Guard and
the Reserves, and his interest in the rifle
practice program. I am sure that when
he sits in conference on this item, a
friend of the cause will be sitting there.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I appre-
ciate the statement of the Senator from
Alabama.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment has already been agreed to.

The clerk will state the next commit-
tee amendment.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Operation and conservation of
naval petroleum ieserves,” on page 46,
line 16, after the word “reserves”, to
strike out *“$9,500,000” and insert “$10,-
000,000."

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Contingent expenses,” on page
47, line 11, after the word “offices”, to
strike out “$1,100,000" and Insert “$1,-
685,000."”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead *“Salaries,” on page 47, line 19,
after the word “Navy”, to strike out “$4,-
321,000 and insert “$4,600,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Office of Chief of Naval Opera-
tions—Hydrographic Office,” on page 48,
line 10, after the word “publications”, to
strike out “$4,145,000" and insert “$4,-
466,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Salaries, Office of Chief of
Naval Operations,” on page 48, line 13,

after the word “Operations”, to strike

out “$1,477,500” and insert “$1,515,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Salaries, Office of Chief of
Naval Communications,” on page 48, line
17, after the word “Communications”, to
strike out “$608,000” and insert “$645,-
000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Office of Judge Advocate Gen-
eral—Salaries,” on page 49, line 6, after
the word “General”, to strike out “$335,~
700” and insert “$381,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Office of Naval Research—Re-
search,” on page 49, line 11, after the
word “Research”, to strike out “$43,100,-
000” and insert “$43,106,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Salaries,” on page 49, line 19,
after the word “Research”, to strike out
“$1,285,000” and insert “$1,400,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Bureau of Naval Personnel—
Transportation and recruiting,” on page
52, line 15, after the word “purposes”,
to strike out “$32,000,000” and insert
$32,900,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “General expenses,” on page 53,
line 25, after the word “medals”, to strike
out “$2,000,000” anc insert *“$2,193,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Salaries,” on page 55, line 9,
after the word “Personnel”, to strike out
“$5,5650,000” end insert “$5,825,000, and
the compensation of the employee in
charge of the Naval Academy section
shall be as to base in accordance with
the rates applying to grade 14 of the
clerical, administrative, and fiscal serv-
ices so long as the position is held by the
present incumbent,”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Bureau of Ships—Mainte-
nance,” on page 57, line 11, after the
word “expeditions”, to strike out “$357,=
500,000” and insert “$358,023,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Construction of ships,” on page
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b7, line 25, after the word “appropria-
ticn”, to strike out “$168,000,000” and
insert “$157,104,000”; on page 58, line 4,
after the word “exceed”, to strike out
“$15,000,000” and insert “$85,748,000, of
which $70,748,000 represents a transfer
of contract authority granted under this
head in the 1949 Department of the Navy
Appropriation Act”; and in line 10, after
the word “exceed”, to strike out “$18,-
700,000” and insert “$101,732,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Increase and replacement of
naval vessels—Construction and machin-
ery,” on page 58, line 16, after the word
“appropriation”, to strike out “$38.000,-
000" and insert *“$38,136,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Salaries,” on page 58, line 19,
after the word “Ships”, to strike out
“$6,700,000” and insert “$6,775,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Bureau of Ordnance—Ord-
nance and ordnance stores,” on page 59,
line 6, after the word “practice”, to strike
gléns “$220,000,000” and insert “$226,385,-
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The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Ordnance for new construc-
tion,” on page 59, line 13, after the word
“appropriation”, to strike out “$66,604,-
000" and insert “$62,657,000”; in line 18,
after the word “exceed”, to strike out
“$32,000,000” and insert “$76,571,000, of
which $44,571,000 represents a transfer
of contract authority granted under this
head in the 1949 Department of the Navy
Appropriation Act”; and in line 24, after
the word “exceed”, to strike out “$33, -
600,000 and insert “$80,348,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Increase and replacement of
naval vessels—Armor, armament, and
ammunition,” on page 60, line 6, after
the word “appropriation”, to strike out
*'$70,000,000” and insert “$70,014,000”,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Bureau of Supplies and Ac-
counts—Subsistence,” on page 60, line
19, after the word “law”, to strike out
“$102,000,000” and insert “$110,814,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Maintenance,” on page 61, line
19, after *(Public Law 248)”, to strike
ggg :‘5220,000,000" and insert “$217,384,-

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Fuel,” on page 62, line 13, after
the word “facilities”, to strike out “$65,-
000,000” and insert “$69,000,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Bureau of Yards and Docks—
Maintenance,” on page 63, line 18, after
the word *vehicles”, to strike out $153,-
000,000” and insert “$156,833,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Public works,” on page 65, line
3, after the word “expended”, to strike
out $52,000,000"” and insert *“$53,210,000.”

The amendment was agreed to,
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The next amendment was, under the
heading “Bureau of Aeronautics—Avia-
tion,” on page 66, line 6, after the figures
#$25,000,000”, to insert “and, in addition,
not to exceed $20,000,000 of the appro-
priations for the Department of the Navy
made by this act shall be transferred
from such appropriations in this act as
the Secretary of Defense may determine
and be merged with this appropriation
for the purposes of this appropriation.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Marine Corps—General ex-
penses,” on page 68, line 18, after the
word “facilities”, to strike out “$125,200,-
000” and insert “$126,900,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Title V—Department of the Air
Force—Construction of aircraft and re-
lated procurement,” on page 69, line 17,
after the word “exceed”, to strike out
*$1,992,755,000” and insert “$1,415,000,-
000.”

Mr., KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
should like to address an inquiry to the
chairman of the subcommittee at this
point. As I understand, this is the
amendment in which the Senate com-
mittee has stricken out the amount al-
lowed by the House relative to the Air
Force, which would limit the Air Force
to a 5l-group program. Is that correct?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. A 48-
group program,

Mr. KNOWLAND., Will this reduce it
to 48?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The
House added money for a 58-group air
force, and this is a reduction recom-
mended by the Senate committee, It is
a reduction in harmony with the request
of the military authorities. Secretary
Johnson did not ask for an increase to
the House figure. Neither did Mr. Sy-
mington. They asked only for the budget
estimate, and this bill carries the budget
estimate.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to
make a few remarks on this subject.
While I realize that probably what I shall
have to say will not change the judgment
of the Senate in making this reduction,
I believe that at this time it needs to be
said, I shall ask for a yea-and-nay vote
on the amendment.

First of all, I wish to call the attention
of the Senate to the report of the Presi-
dent’s Air Policy Committee, which was
issued under date of January 1, 1948, 1
shall take the time to read, for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the country,
the language of the report, so as to re-
mind all of us of some of the statements
it contains. I read now from page 24,
under the heading “The Reauirements of
the Air Establishment—Recommenda-
tions of the Commission.” This is the
report of the President’s Air Policy Com-
mission:

THE AIR FORCE

‘We have received from representatives of
the Air Force and the Navy exhaustive pres-
entations of the war missions to be carrled
out by each of the services and of the re-

uirements of the services for the conduct
gf their missions. We have analyzed these

strategic plans and requirements and have
reached the following conclusions:
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The Alr Force as presently composed is
inadequate. It is inadequate not only at the
present time when we are relatively free of
the dangers of sustalned attack on our home-
land, but is hopelessly wanting in respect of
the future phase II period when a serious
danger of atomic attack will exist.

The present Air Force consists of 237,000
uniformed and about 125,000 civilian per-
sonnel. It Is equipped with a total of 10,800
aircraft in active status, including about 580
heavy bombers and 2,300 fighters. Backing
up this force is a reserve of about 12,800
World War II aircraft usable at any time
during the next 2 or 3 years to replace
losses of planes due to current peacetime
attrition or, in the event of war, caused by
combat losses.

Our present Air Force is divided into 55
groups. Each group is trained for specific
missions such as strategic bombing, tactical
reconnaissance, fighter escort, interception,
and troop carrier and transport.

From evidence received from the Secretary
of the Air Force, its Chief of Staff, and many
of its ranking generals as well as informed
authorities outside of the Military Establish-
ment, we conclude that the 55-group force,
if engaged in action in this present phase I,
could not carry out the missions assigned
to it because it is lacking in the essential air
units for eflective combat action. It would
be even less capable of carrying out the mis-
slons which would face it in phase II condi-
tions. Even more alarming is the statement
by the Alr Force that the funds presently
avallable will not permit the maintenance of
the present inadequate air force and that if
appropriations are not increased the Estab-
lishment must be cut back to approximately
4:;4§roups with reductions starting in July
1

None of this must be permitted. There is
& minimum force in being below which we
must not go If we are to protect our country
and its vital interests.

We have concluded that the minimum
force necessary at the present time is an Air
Force composed of 12,400 modern planes, or-
ganized into 70 combat groups, and 22 spe-
clal squadrons, supplemented by 27 National
Guard groups and 34 groups of Air Reserve.
All these forces, with the exception of the
Alr Reserve, must be equipped, trained, and
ready for immediate action in the event of
war. We should build to this force as rapidly
as possible and once it i1s achieved, never
permit it to drop helow this level. Nor
should we permit it to become impotent and
ineffective because of failure to keep it mod-
ernized with the very best planes and equip-
ment available.

At first we seriously questioned the need
of an Air Force of these proportions because
it was obvious that building it and support-
ing it would involve a substantial increase in
expenditures, However, as we studied the
strategic and tactical needs of the Air Force
we came to the conclusion that:

1. The 70 groups would include the very
minimum number of intercepter fighters
necessary for our home defenses; and their
effectiveness would be almost entirely de-
pendent upon having a satisfactory radar
early-warning system and adequate ground
and alr defensive missiles,. We emphasize
again, however, that no plans for defense

sghould be made in derogation of the striking

counteroffensive air arm in being.

2, The 70 groups would provide only 700
very heavy bombers for the strategic bombing
of enemy targets. This force of hombers
seems minute as compared with the 14,000
bombers of the United States Air Force and
the Royal Air Force committed to combat in
the European theater during the war. Only
by using the very best equipment and the
latest techniques will so small a force be
able to carry an effective war to the enemy.
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That is the end of the quotation which
I shall read to the Senate at this time;
it is from the report of the President’s
Air Policy Commission, and the report
was issued last yoar.,

I also wish to call to the attention of
the Senate, so that the Members of the
Senate may be fully advised before they
take whatever action they are going to
take on this matter, a report of the
Congressional Aviation Policy Board of
the Congress of the United States, issued
pursuant to Public Law 287 of the
Eightieth Congress, and printed on
March 1, 1948, as a Government docu-
ment. On page T of that report, under
the heading “Plan A,” appears the fol-
lowing statement:

From the information made available to
the Board by the Air Force and by the Navy
separately, it would appear that the initial
strangth necessary to mount pmmpt.ly an
effective, continuing, and successful air
offensive against a major enemy, is what is
termed the Air Force T0-group program of
20,541 aircraft, plus the Navy program of
14,5600 aircraft, total 35,041 aircraft. At the
level-off period in 1935 these programs would
require thereafter an annual Air Force pro-
curement of 86,000,000 airframe pounds
and an annual Navy procurement of 25,000,-
000 airframe pounds—total, 111,000,000 air-
frame pounds annually.

That is the judgment of the Congres-
sional Aviation Policy Board.

Mr. President, we can go to anofher
witness at this time. I wish to read now
from a column written in the magazine
Newsweek by Gen. Carl Spaatz, who was
Chief of Staif of the Air Force, and had
a long and distinguished career as an
officer of the United States Air Force in
carrying out the obligations of the Air
Force during the recent war., I read
General Spaatz's column:

OUR DIMINISHING AIR POWER
(By Gen. Carl Spaatz, 7. 8. A. F,, retired)

Apparently the decislon has been reached
to reduce the United States Air Force to 48
groups. It might be well for the American
people to realize the significance of this ac-
tion.

The reduction to 48 groups means that the
Air Force will have to deactivate an appre-
clable number of groups already organized
and well on the road to combat effectiveness.
These include strategic bomber groups as
well as groups for tactical air support of our
Army. This reduction is being made at a
time when Mr. Churchill and other top world
leaders have stated that air power and the
United States Air Force's ability to drop the
atom bomb have been the greatest force for
world stabilization and peace, It also comes
at a time when some Army generals are
complaining about the lack of tactical air
units for cooperation with the ground forces.

The recent air show over Moscow and re-
sulting statements by Communist officials
show clearly their intent to build up the larg-
est air force within their capabilities. Our
national security demands an Air Force
strong enough to meet this potential threat.
The T0-group Alr Force program is the mini-
mum, in my opinion, for our security in the
present world situation. This will provide
a well-balanced force for the Air Force's
missions.

In determining the strength and composi-
tion of the military forces—land, sea, and
air—which are to be maintained by the
United States, full consideration must be
glven to the military strength in all cate-
gories maintained by the other signatory
nations of the Atlantic Pact.



12302 -

The air forces provided by these nations
should for the most part consist of air-de-
fense and tactical-air-support units. Strate-
gic bombing forces will be a major commit-
ment of the RAF and the United States Air
Force, since the expense of developing and
maintaining them would be beyond the
means of the other nations. The British
Navy is a powerful addition to the forces
necessary for control of the seas.

The total amount now being spent for air
power by the United States is more than
adequate. But it is not enough to support
two air forces with duplicate establishments.
The composition of our armed forces must be
determined not on a hysterical and emo-
tional basis but on the basis of the maximum
national defense at the minimum cost.

In terms of air power this means one Air
Force for the mission of air defense, strategic
bombing, and support of surface forces. In
addition the Navy must have all the fleet
aviation necessary for control of the seas,
with emphasis on meeting the Schnorkel
sUbmarine threat.

Overemphasis of peacetime strength in any
one service beyond the need for its primary
task, will result in improper balance of the
forces to meet the impact of a future war,
This unbalance is most apparent in over-
head installations such as schools, depots,
and reserve training stations with which the
United States is now dotted, in some in-
stances with Alr Force and naval air stations
side by side. The Alr Force is now being
given efficlent service by the Army Quarter-
master Corps, Army Ordnance, and Army Sig-
nal Corps, and similar cross-servicing should
be extended to embrace all components of
our armed forces. For instance, the Air
Force repair and supply-depot system could
be extended to take care of naval air and
Marine Corps air needs.

However, it will be difficult if not impos-
sible to assure the proper balance under an
organizational set-up wherein overemphasls
is placed on individual service prerogatives
and individual service determination of its
requirements for a future war. If the na-
tional defense budget took but a small part
of our annual income, this would not be a
serious matter. But with staggering expen-
ditures of $14,000,000,000 to $15,000,000,000 a
year, much closer integration of the service
programs is essential to obtain the most from
every dellar spent.

If our armed forces were provided with an
over-all military Chief of Staff and general
staff, sums now wasted on overhead and
duplication would be saved. Therein lies
true economy, rather than in reducing the
combat strength of our Air Force, which is a
keystone in the entire North Atlantic defense
system,

Mr. President, in addition to the tes-
timony of General Spaatz, when the
Secretary of the Air Force appeared last
year before the Armed Services Commit-
tee, which was conducting hearings on
the universal military training bill, he
admitted the T0-group program was still
an essential program. Yet what will
happen if the Senate accepts the amend-
ment offered by the Senate committee?
Instead of a 70-group air force, which
the President’s Air Policy Board, the
Congressional Board, and General
Spaatz say is the minimum essential for
the national defense, the actual strength
of the Air Force, which would be 58
groups under the House language, will
be reduced to 48 groups.

Mr. President, that is a great respon-
sibility for the Senate of the United
States to take. We have pending before
the combined Armed Services-Foreign
Relations Committee at the present time
an arms implementation bill calling for
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appropriations of $1,400,000,000. Why is
that bill before the Congress of the Unit-
ed States? It is before the Congress
because, as a matter of national policy,
we have determined that the peace of
the world and international law and or-
der are of great concern to this Nation.
The Atlantic Pact, which was ratified by
the Senate a short time ago, was designed
to implement and support that policy
and to demonstrate to any potential ag-
gressor nation that any overt act of ag-
gression any place in the world was of
concern to the people of the United
States in their support of international
law and order. In order to implement
the North Atlantic Pact, we have under
consideration arms implementation leg-
islation. Why? In order to help
strengthen the arm of defense of our al-
lies in the Atlantic Pact, and of certain
countries additional thereto.

If the danger of overt Communist ag-
gression is so great as our National Gov-
ernment has felt it to be, so that this
Nation was justified in embarking for
the first time in its history upon a North
Atlantic Pact; if it is so great as to jus-
tify the expenditure of $1,400,000,000 for
the implementation of arms to the sig-
natories to the pact and to other free
peoples of the world in order to main-
tain a free world of free men, then I
say, Mr. President, with all the sincer-
ity I possess, this is no time for the Con-
gress of the United States to clip the
wings of the eagle, to dull his beak, or to
cut off his talons. When the testimony
of those who know the situation best
have said the American Air Force in be-
ing and the atomic weapon are probably
the two factors which have prevented up
to this very hour an overt aggression by
the Soviet power against the free na-
tions of the world, it simply does not
make sense for us at this very time, not
only not to come up to the minimum
standard which competent testimony has
demonstrated should be done, but ac-
tually to reverse the process and start
cutting our Air Force in being.

Now, what will this amendment do,
Mr. President? Of course, a responsi-
bility is upon the Senate of the United
States, and the Senate, along with the
House of Representatives, will have to
make the decision. But the fact of the
matter is, in my judgment, it does more
than merely cut out a number of groups
from the Air Force. It strikes a sub-
stantial blow at the morale of the Air
Force, I do not believe it is possible to
create groups in the Air Force, start to
train them in a program and a very im-
portant mission in the national defense
of our country, and then reverse the
process and start cutting them down,
without adversely affecting their morale.

I wanted to bring this matter to the

-attention of the Senate because this is

the place and now is the time the issue
will have to be met. It may be that, in the
judgment of the Senate of the United
States, despite the North Atlantic Treaty
and despite the arms implementation
program, the Senate will decide that we
should cut our own national defense in
the air and use the funds thus saved for
other programs. I do not believe it
makes sense, because if ever the chips
are down in another war—and we all
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hope that will never happen—it is my
judgment that the very security of this
country, the safety of our cities, the ulti-
mate success of the Nation in finally win-.
ning the victory are going to depend in
the last analysis upon the strength of
our own National Defense Establishment
in the air, on the sea, and on the land.

Mr. President, I do not underestimate
the importance of allies. I think we want
to have as many allies as we possibly can
who will stand with us to preserve a free
world of freemen. But as one United
States Senator I am not willing to, as I
say, clip the wings of the eagle at the
time we are sending vast sums elsewhere
in the world. I am willing to help imple-
ment the defense of other nations, but I
am not willing to help implement it if at
the same time we are striking what I
think is a very fundamental blow at our
own national defense.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield. -
Mr. HILL. I commend the Senato
from California for the very timely and
able statement he has just made. He
has brought to our attention the recom-
mendations of the President’s Air Power
Board, the Congressional Board, and the
statement of General Spaatz, Is it not
true that General Spaatz is the officer
in our military forces who, as the com-
manding general of the Eighth Air Foree,
had the responsibility for the strategic
bombing of Germany? It was his re-
sponsibility to carry the war to Ger-
many—to paralyze and knock out Ger-
many’'s war-making capacity. Is not

that correct?

Mr, KNOWLAND. The Senator is
correct. We can say that without in
any way disparaging any other contri-
bution because no war can be won by one
branch of the service alone, It is correct
that General Spaatz was the responsible
officer who was charged with the direc-
tion of our strategic Air Force, and after
the war he became Chief of Staff of the
United States Air Force, and is probably
as familiar, if not more so, with the stra-
tegic needs of the Nation as is any man
now living, if, indeed, he is not more
familiar with them than any other man,

Mr. HILL. Is it not true that in the
past, in planning our defense and mak-
ing preparations for our armed forces,
we did not and could not know who our
enemy might be? For instance, in the
last war there were two major enemies—
Germany and Japan—one in western
Europe, the other in the Far East. To-
day we know we could have but one real
enemy, There is only one nation in the
world which is capable of challenging
the United States or making war upon
us. So from that standpoint our prob-
lem is simplified. We do not have to
make many different plans, having in
mind that we might have to fight this
enemy or that enemy or some other
enemy. We know that if we are called
upon to defend ourselves our defense
must be against only one particular na-
tion. So the situation is simplified to
that extent.

We also know that in any war we win
the war, and save our country in one of
two ways: Either we destroy the enemy’s
armies in the field or else destroy the



1949

enemy's capacity at home to make war.
We know that, so far as any potential
enemy that we might have today is con-
cerned, we would be foolish to try to de-
stroy that enemy’s armies in the field.
We could not put a sufficient number of
men in Europe to meet the millions of
men which Russia could put into the
field. So, if we should have a conflict
with Russia, every dictate of military
strategy would cause us to seek to destroy
Russia’s capacity at home to make war
on us. We know that the only way we
can destroy Russia’s war-making capac-
ity is with air power, with atomic power,
and with what we call strategic bombing?
Is not that correct? )

Mr. ENOWLAND. I believe the Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr, HILL. Therefore, today the one
arm of our defense which stands first
and foremost in importance above all
other arms, is the air arm. If we are to
spend billions of dollars—and I have
voted for the expenditures to strengthen

European nations and to build up our

own defenses—we should strengthen this
strategic air arm which can take off from
the land and go over the enemy’s terri-
tory, bomb, paralyze, and destroy the
enemy’s capacity to make war.

I do not know whether the Senator
from California was a member of the
Appropriations Committee at the time,
but the testimony showed—and no one
respects the Navy or appreciates its his-
toric record of defense of our country
any more than 1 do—that planes from
an airplane carrier cannot reach the
vital centers of Russia. We must have
the Air Force, with land-based, long-
range bombers, if we are going to strike
the war-making capacity of Russia. We
are spending billions of dollars on many
other things, when, above everything
else, we should concentrate on preparing
and making ready and invincible this
one arm which can strike the enemy,
this one arm which has the capacity to
destroy the war-making power of the
enemy. That one arm is our Air Force.
This is what the Senator has been telling
us this morning. 1Is not that correct?

Mr. ENOWLAND. That is correct.

Mr. HILL. Does not history show us
that the greatest mistake we make when
we think in terms of our defense is that
. we think too much about how we fought
the last war, and we are too much dis-
posed to make our preparations for any
possible future conflict on the basis of
how we fought the last conflict? The
Senator knows that in the last war we
did not have the B-36 and did not have
the long-range strategic bombers we
have at this time, so we had to do what
was called island jumping. We had to
take an island and jump to the next
island, and so forth. That required the
teamwork of the sea force, the land
force, and the air force. We now have
long-range strategic bombers which can
go thousands of miles, so as to make it
unnecessary to take short jumps from
island to island or base to base. Is not
that correct?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I think certainly
that the developments which have taken
place will make a future war very dif-
ferent. We all hope there will not be a
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future war; but we are practical enough
to recognize the fact that there are po-
tential aggressors loose in the world
today.

When the junior Senator from Cali-
fornia was behind the iron curtain, in
Poland, and later went into Czechoslo-
vakia, a great many persons, represent-
ing all shades of opinion from Socialists
to Liberals to Conservatives, all but the
Communists themselves, said to me,
“Senator, you know it is not going to do
very much good, so far as we are con-
cerned, as we sit on the borders of Russia,
with the hot breath of the bear blowing
down our necks, for your Government
merely to send a strong note, as you did
in the Petkov case, after we, too, were
hanging from the gallows.” In the past
few years we have seen nations lose their
liberty because of the pressure of com-
munism. We have seen our own posi-
tion in Germany challenged, which re-
sulted in the air lift. Had we not been
prepared to supply Berlin we would to-
day have been out of Berlin, and probably
the chaos which would have been created
might very well have led to the overrun-
ning of western Germany. There are
some statesmen in Europe, including Mr.
Winston Churchill and others, who be-
lieve that if it had not been for the Amer-
ican Air Force in being, and the atomic
weapon, as of now all parts of western
Europe, with the possible exception of
Britain, might very well be behind the
iron curtain.

I think the Senator from Alabama will
agree with me that while we may be crit-
ical of their philosophy of life, while we
may be critical of their methods, there
is one thing quite certain about the men
in the Kremlin, namely, that they are
very practical gentlemen, that the thing
they will recognize is not plans on paper,
not aid to some force which might take
4 or 5 years to build up; the thing they
will recognize as being practical is an
American Air Force in being, with the
weapons which are needed to make that
Air Force effective.

The able Senator from Alabama has
had long experience in the House and in
the Senate, and he is far more familiar
than is the junior Senator from Califor-
nia with the fact that there was not a
single plane which was developed, subse-
quent to Pearl Harbor, from the design-
ing stage, that was able to see action in
World War II. There is a long stretch
of time in the development of a plane.
A plane cannot be developed overnight,
If we should be involved in war tomor-
row, we could not open an assembly line
and turn out better planes. It is neces-
sary to have a program extending over
a period of time,

I have a son who has just turned 18
yvears of age, and I for one do not want
to see him and the sons of our fellow cit-
izens, if they are in the Air Force, have
to fly second best planes, because in the
air game we cannot afford a second best
Air Force. We either have the best air
foree in the world, or we have one that
is going to be in very serious difficulties
in case of trouble.

Mr. HILL and Mr. FLANDERS ad-
dressed the Chair.
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The FRESIDING. OFFICER (Mr.
SPARKMAN in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from California yield; and if so, to
whom?

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senators
will permit me to make one more state-
ment, I shall then yield.

At the last review which took place in
Moscow when the foreign military ob-
servers were permitted to see the review
of the troops, the reports from that coun-
try indicate that the Russians have been
developing some of the most modern jet
fishter planes. There are indications
that they at least have a prototype of our
B-29, if they do not have something bet-
ter.

The Russians are not lagging behind
in this situation, and it seems inconceiv-
able to me that at this critical period,
which will probably exist for the next 24
months, at least until we can find out
whether the cold war is to become hotter,
at a time when the realistic men in the
Kremlin are developing and building and
expanding their air force, we should de-
liberately, of our own knowledge, start
not only not expanding, but start reduc-
ing, in the face of the present world sit=
uation.

For that reason, Mr. President, I did
not want this amendment to be adopted
without at least making it clear to the
Senate and to the Congress what I feel
to be vital.

I personally hope that in the event the
Senate should adopt the Senate com-
mittee amendment, the House conferees
will stand firm, and if they do not expand
our Air Force, will at least not permit it
to be cut below its present inadequate
levels.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Presidenf, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr., HILL. What the Senator said
about the building and the construction
of the airplanes is true. Weknow it does
not take months, it takes years, to bring
an airplane into being. From the time
an airplane is put on the drawing board,
in the blueprint stage, it is years before
it is really ready to function.

We all feel that in the atomic bomb,
a5 Winston Churchill well said, we have a
tremendous instrument of protection.
But after all, that bomb is not worth any-
thing unless it can be carried to the
enemy. Unless it can be used to strike
the enemy’s war-making capacity it is
not worth anything.

What the Senator has said is true about
having a second-class Air Force. I feel
that there is no more tragic, deplorable
chapter in American history than the
chapter that tells the story of Corregidor
and Bataan. We sat here in Washington
knowing the desperate situation which
faced our American boys at Corregidor
and Bataan. We knew that most of them
would have to give their lives because we
were powerless to send them help. There
was not anything we could do, We knew
it would take months of time before we
could prepare, before we could build up
our striking force, and before we could
really go out into the Pacific and carry
the war to the enemy.

God forbid that the time will ever come
again when this Nation, with all its
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might, and all its wealth, and all its
power, will have to stand helpless and see
its sons in the danger and in the tragic
situation we found our boys facing at
Corregidor and Bataan.

Moved by that thought, I wish to asso-
ciate myself with the Senator from Cali-
fornia in what he has said here today,
and express the fervent hope that if the
Senate does cut down these funds, the
House of Representatives will stand
adamant, and that in the final analysis
we will go forward with a 70-group air
force, _

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized in his
own right.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, the
issue which has been raised by the Sen~
ator from California, and which has been
so ably supported by the Senator from
Alabama, raises questions in my mind
which I should like to pose for the con-
sideration of the Senate.

Let me say, first, that I am not ques-
tioning the decisions or the recommenda-
tions of the various bodies and boards as
to the 70-group air force. The ques-
tion that is raised in my mind is as to the
advisability of immediately, in one ap-
propriation, or in a near approach in one
appropriation, providing for building a
T0-group air force, for the reasons which
were so carefully detailed by the two pre-
vious speakers.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr, FLANDERS. I yield. .

Mr. ENOWLAND. I also invite the
attention of the chairman of the sub-
commitiee to the statement I am about
to make. My understanding is that even
the House figure does not provide for the
T0-group air force, but would provide for
a 58-group air force.

Mr. FLANDERS. That is my under-
standing also. The progress of design
and invention in airplanes is continuous.
I feel that we are in very great danger
of filling up this 58-group force, which
approaches the 70, so rapidly that we will
find ourselves with obsolete planes on
our hands, and the necessity of replacing
them. I am sure the Senator from Cali-
fornia knows, as I do, that even our B-36
is under severe criticism from the
English. I think the Senator from Cali-
fornia also knows that the British feel
that they have a jet fighting plane which
is superior to those we are producing.

In view of the continuous process of
improvement, it would seem to me to be
well to stop at the 48-group in this year's
appropriation, and continue the building
up of the force, with the improved forms
which are on the drafting board, which
can go into production in the process of
building up to a T0-group air force.

We do not want to have a large per-
centage of obsolete planes under the
enormous provision for air forces we are
undertaking. I feel very strongly that
we should not go back of the recom-
mendations of the President, of the Sec-
retary of Defense, and of the Secretary
of the Air Force, but take them at their
face value, particularly with the con=-
sideration in mind of the danger of over-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

loading ourselves with obsolete planes,
in the face of continuous improvement.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, FLANDERS. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I should like to
point out to the able Senator that as a
matter of fact our Air Force is now flying
planes which to all intents and purposes
are obsolete. All our fighter groups are
not equipped with jet planes. Our heavy
strategic bomber groups are not yet all
equipped with B-36's.

I agree with the able Senator that it
would be a mistake to overexpand the
program and have the Air Force frozen
to any one design, but I also call the
Senator’s attention to the fact that, when
we have been put on notice that the one
potential aggressor nation in the world
is modernizing and expanding and devel-
oping a modern air force in being, if we
constantly wait to get the perfect plane
we will still have it on the drawing boards
while enemy bombers are flying over the
United States. As the able Senator so
well knows, in any future potential war
in this age of the airplane and the atom,
the frontiers of this country will not be
along the Atlantic seaboard or the great
Atlantic cities. They will not be along
the Gulf coast. They will not necessar-
ily be along the Pacific coast, which I
represent in part. But in the war of the
future the frontiers of this country will
be our great Midwest, where the shortest
route between a potential aggressor and
the United States is across the polar ice
cap, so that Detroit and Chicago and
other cities across the Midwest are in
fact on the new frontier.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, the
suggestions and the facts brought out by
the Senator from California seem to me
to fit right into the picture which I have
been trying to present, which is that of
a continuous process of development of
new planes, whether bombers, intercep-
tors or fighters, or what have you. The
present day, if the history of the prog-
ress in the field of aviation has not
changed, contains the possibilities of new
planes in all stages, all the way from the
ideas in the engineer’s head to the first
lines on the drafting board, to the stage
of further development of finished de-
signs and details, to the beginnings of
the building of new models.

What I am saying is that this prog-
ress should be recognized, that we should
not freeze too large a part of that force
too suddenly. Very definitely the planes
which are in highest production at this
time are under severe and responsible
criticism. I, for one, do not want to
see us too closely frozen to them. That
is the point of view I am taking, I think
we should not go beyond the recomenda-
tions of the authorities which call for
the 48-group at this time, and I think
the Senate will be well advised to leave
the appropriation as the committee has
reported it.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
marvel at the equanimity of those who
are willing to reduce the appropriation
for the Air Force. I have observed this
attitude over a long period of years. I
was a member of the Appropriations
Committee prior to World War II when
suggestions were made in that commit-
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tee that we ought to have an air force.
I sat in the Appropriations Committee
when even the Secretary of War said we
were fully equipped with planes. I, my-
self, in 1940 or thereabouts, offered an
amendment in the Appropriations Com-
mittee to the military bill providing for
an increased appropriation to build up
an Army Air Force. It was an Army Air
Force then. The committee, upon the
advice of the Secretary of War, rejected
that amendment. I brought the amend-
ment out upon the floor of the Senate.
The Senate had a better view of the
part that air power plays in war than
did the Secretary of War, even though
the Secretary of War at that time was
the very able Henry Stimson, and the
Senate adopted the amendment. But
the advice of the War Department
against building up an air force pre-
vailed in the Congress, and the amend-
ment died.

It was by reason of the defeat of that
amendment on the appropriation bill for
the year 1941, that we had the condition
so ably described by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. HiLt] just a few moments
ago with respect to what happened at
Bataan and Corregidor.

Mr. President, I would rather have ob-
solete planes than too few planes. But
I submit there is no danger of having
obsolete planes. We should not over-
look also the additional fact that an air
force is not made up of planes alone.
It is made up of personnel as well.

I have no apprehension about our
studies. We fought that matter out in
our consideration of the independent
offices bill, and the Senate stood by the
recommendations of the appropriations
subcommittee in charge of the independ-
ent offices appropriation bill, and pro-
vided funds for the National Advisory
Committee for Aeronautics to extend its
studies. We knew then that the great
strength of Hifler was in the fact that
he had pursued his studies and had
built up his air force. We know now
that while we are endeavoring to the
best of our ability as a Nation and as a
people and as a government to lay the
foundation of permanent world peace,
there is at large an aggressor nation
which has the strongest army in the
world and which is now endeavoring to
build up its air power. It can have only
one purpose, Mr. President. I think it
is little short of disastrous for the United
States, in the face of this condition, de-
liberately and willingly to cut down the
United States Air Force.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield at that
point?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iam glad to yield.

Mr, ENOWLAND. Will the able Sena-
tor from Wyoming, who has contributed
greatly to the debate with his experience
as to what has taken place in other pre-
war days, agree with me that this is a re-
sponsibility which, under article 1 of the
Constitution outlining the duties and the
obligations of the Congress, we ourselves
have to assume and which we cannot sur-
render to any other branch of the Gov-
ernment, and that if in our judgment the
national defense of the country requires
an air force in being which will at least
approximate what responsible officials
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have declared we should have, we have an
obligation to exercise our judgment un-
der the constitutional provision of rais-
ing and supporting armies and navies,
and so forth?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I have not the
slightest doubt of it. I say that the time
is here now. If the Congres does not in-
sist upon having an adequate air force,
we shall be without it again, as we were
in 1941. Why temporize with such a
thing? It is perfectly apparent that if
there is to be another war it will be
fought in the air. Of course it is ex-
pensive. Of course it costs money. Of
course it will be a burden to the tax-
payers. Buft the burden which will be
cast upon the taxpayers by the main-
tenance of an effective, efficient, and al-
ready-in-being Air Force will be utterly
incomparable with the disastrous burden
they will have to bear if there should be
an attack.

Mr, WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr, WHERRY, I ask the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming how the Secre-
tary of Air, Mr. Symington, feels about

" this appropriation.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I do not know. I
have deliberately not consulted the Sec-
retary of Air.

Mr. WHERRY. He testified before the
committee.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Yes; he testified
before the committee. But at the same
time, he was under orders. He is under a
chief, He was under the Secretary of
Defense. The Secretary of Defense came
before the committee saying, “We will
save a billion dollars.” Isay tothe Sena-
tor that we are running before the wind,
as though we did not know what the
needs of the country are. There is a
clamor in the headlines and in the edi-
torials for the reduction of Government
spending. We know that the civilian ex-
penditures of Government constitute less
than 10 percent of the total outlay. We
know that this great burden of Federal
expenditure comes by reason of the fact
that we have not yet written the treaties
of peace. Yet we are willing to try to
balance the budget at the expense of the
national defense. We are trying to make
a little cut with respect to the United
States Air Force. I think it is absurd for
us to put ourselves in that position.

. Mr. WHERRY. Where would the Sen-
ator go to get information relative to
the strength of the Air Force which
would be more authoritative than the
views of the Secretary of Air?

Mr. O'MAHONEY, That evidence is
in the record. We do not need any de-
tails here. All we need to know here is
that this reduction, which has been rec-
ommended by the committee, is a re-
duction from a 58-group air force to a
48-group air force. In my judgment a
58-group air force would be too little.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr, O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I remember the testi=
mony of the Secretary of Air very vividly.
Let me say to the distinguished Senator,
before I ask the next question, that while
the Secretary of Air may be under orders,
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he was not under orders during the
Eightieth Congress, because he came out
for a 70-group air force, and I supported
him.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. 8o did I.

Mr. WHERRY. If was on the basis of
his judgment that I felt we should have
a 70-group air force.

Now the Secretary of Air comes before
the committee and is perfectly willing
to take a 48-group air force. Once again
I rely upon his judgment. He was very
forceful in his testimony before the Ap-
propriations Committee a year ago that
a8 T0-group air force was necessary. I
am sure the distinguished Senator will
remember his testimony. I asked the
question, “What do you mean by a 7T0-
group air force, a 48-group air force, or
a 50-group air force?” There has al-
ways been some question as to what was
meant. If I am correct, there is nearly
as much money being spent now as there
was a year ago, although the number of
groups has been reduced. It was dif-
ficult for me to reconcile the amounts
with the number of groups.

As I remember the testimony, the
Secretary of Air said that the number
of groups did not mean anything, that
we could have a T0-group air force, a 50-
group air force or 48-group air force,
It depended on how large the groups
were. Is it not true that the appropria-
tions are about the same whether the
number of groups be 48 or T0? The
Secretary of Air told the committee that
the amount proposed would be satis-
factory to him.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. In the first place
we have a law which forbids an execu-
tive officer to ask Congress for an ap-
propriation above the budget. We have
a budget estimate, which has been stib-
mitted. We have a report from the Sen-
ate committee which reduces the appro-
priation recommended by the House, I
think that is short-sighted. I think we
ought to supply the Air Force with as
large an appropriation, within reason, as
it is possible for us to do. I feel that the
action of the Appropriations Committee
in this connection is decidedly short-
sighted, considering the conditions which
now exist,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY, I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I am quite satisfied
that I completely agree with the dis-
tinguished Senator about appropriating
for an adequate Air Force. I took the
same position in the Eightieth Congress.
I believe that the defense establishment
should have not only sufficient money
to defend but also to produce an offense,
When the Secretary of Air came before
the Congress a year ago, even though he
might have been foreclosed by the law,
he took the initiative. He had the cour=
age fat-footedly to recommend a 7T0-
group air force, even in the face of op-
position from those in authority in the
administration, who were against that
recommendation.

So I submit again to the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming that in view of
the position the Secretary of Air took
then, and in view of the position he takes
now, I am guided by his judgment, The
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Secretary of Air stated that this was a
sufficient appropriation. I know what
he did during the Eightieth Congress.
My conclusion then was that he had the
courage to recommend what he believed
to be necessary. I have no reason to dis-
regard his advice now.

I want the Recorp to show that so far
as the junior Senator from Nebraska is
concerned, he is just as anxious to have
an adequate Air Force as is anyone else.
An adequate Air Force is absolutely vital.
As I relied upon the Secretary of Air a
year ago, I rely upon him now in his
suggestion with respect to appropria-
tions.

Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND., First of all, the
able Senator from Nebraska was not
present during the earlier part of my
remarks, when the question was asked,
If we do not get this information from
the service, where can we get the in-
formation upon which to base our judg-
ment? I read into the REcorp the re-
port of the President’s Air Policy Board,
which stated that in their judgment the
minimum requirement for the national
defense would be 79 groups. I read into
the Recorp the report of the Joint Policy
Committee, established by the two
Houses of Congress, in which they stated
that in their judgment, in phase A, it was
essential that we have a minimum of 70
Eroups.

I read into the REcorp a recent state-
ment, which has been published as a
column in Newsweek magazine, by Gen.
Carl Spaatz, who was the head of
our strategic Air Force during World War
II, and who was later Chief of Staff of the
Air Force, in which he stated that it was
not in the interest of the national de-
fense to make this reduction. Even the
program which the House has provided,
as the able Senator from Nebraska well
knows, does not propose a T0-group air
force, which competent witnesses have
testified is essential. It would provide
only for a 58-group air force. By the
Senate committee action that would be
cut to a 48-group air force.

I invite the attention of the Senator to
the testimony given last year in the uni-
versal military training hearings, which
were held in March and April 1948, I
turn to page 380 of the hearings, and be-
gin with the statement of Stuart Sy-
mington, Secretary of Air, This testi-
mony is not in this year's hearings. This
is from the universal military training
hearings. Secretary Symington said,
on page 380:

Becretary SymMiNGTON. Today we plan to
report to you on the present status of the
United States Air Force.

My report is presented in summary; Gen-
eral Spaatz will provide that degree of de-
talled information you may wish., He is pre-
pared to discuss with you our present capa-
bilities as a ﬂghth‘lg force and the effect of
the increased program presented by the Sec-
retary of Defense.

The Air Force has only recently begun to
emerge from the wreckage of demobilization.
Last summer General Spaatz determined
that by December 31, 1947, we would assem=-
ble our Ilimited combat resources into
manned and equipped 56 combat groups, plus
17 separate squadrons. The effort of the
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entire Alr Force were directed toward that
goal, and it has been substantially achieved.
Today we have 55 combat groups in falrly
good shape but at peacetime strength, very
feeble in contrast to our World War II
strength of 243 fully manned groups, but
nonetheless a nucleus for an Air Force in
being.

Then Secretary Symington continues
his statement for several pages. I
should like the Senator from Wyoming
to yield to me further, for a moment, so
that I may “button up” this particular
point.

Then we come to the situation de-
scribed on page 387 of the same hearings.
I wish to read what occurred at that
point. Mr. Symington was on the wit-
ness stand, and was being questioned by
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lobpgel. I read the following:

Benator Lonce. But last year when I called
up to find out what the minimum was, I was
told the minimum was 70, and I remember I
offered an amendment on the floor of the
Senate, and just did not get it passed, and
we adopted the 55 limit.

From what you say here on page 4 of your
statement, the minimum this year is not as
high as the minimum was considered to be
last year. What iz the minimum this year;
not 70, is it?

Secretary SYMINGTON.-The minimum of
what?

Senator Lobge. The minimum of air
groups.

Secretary SyminNeron. That we recoms-
mend?

Benator Lopce. That you consider essen=
tial.

Secretary SymincToN. Well, in the Finlet-
ter Commission report, where we were under
oath, we recommended the T70-group pro-
gram, which consisted of the 70 groups, the
27 National Guard groups, and the 34 Alr
Reserve groups, and the 22 squadrons.

That has been our recommendation for, I
think, the last three budgets, and I know
the last two. That is the Air Force, Depart-
ment of the Air Force, or the Air Department
of the War Department.

Senator LobcE. So you still cling to the
70-group figure?

Secretary SyMINGTON. We mnever changed
that, sir.

Senator Lobge. But this statement of
yours on page 4 indicates that, what will this
give you, 55 plus 34; is that the way it should
be read?

Secretary SymiNeTON. No; this gives us 66

groups.

Senator LopcE. What 1s the difference?
Why is there that reduction from 70 to 557
That i1s what I am trying to get at.

Secretary SymIneTon. Well, because we
only have enough to run B5.

That was the basis of the situation,
In other words, they were not being fur-
nished the funds which the Department
of Air Force felt were essential for the
national defense.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I hope the Senator
from Wyoming will permit me to finish
reading from the hearings at this point.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Very well.

Mr. ENOWLAND. A little later in the
testimony of the same witness, at the
hearings on universal military training,
we find the following at page 389:

Senator Lopce. Why does the minimum
drop from 70 to 65?7 You cannot answer
that “Yes” or “No.”

Becretary SymINGTON. My answer s we
have not got the men because we have not
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got the money and we have not got the
airplanes because we have not got the money.

Senator Lopce. Why do you not ask for the
money, and then you can get the men? Con-
gress will give you the money, I think. I
cannot speak for Congress, but the conver-
sations I have had around here, I think the
publie will support the money to get the
men to get the 70 air groups.

Senator Exowranp. I would like to ask a
question. I am not a member of this com-
mitte, but I am a member of the Depart-
ment of the Army Subcommittee of the Ap-
propriations Committee, which will be dis-
cussing this subject in the not too distant
future. If the Air Force had in either ap-
propriations or contract authorizations sufii-
cient funds for the 70-group program, is it
your judgment from the point of view of
over-all national defense that the T70-group
program would be essential to the Nation’s
security?

Secretary SyMmnGTOoN. Well, under a direct
question like that, I would say, Yes, sir, it is,
and it has been for 2 years.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
am grateful to the Senator from Cali-
fornia for reading that material into the
RECORD.

In answer to the Senator from Ne-
braska, who questioned me about the
position of Secretary Symington, I have
here the summary of the testimony
which was presented to the Appropria-
tions Committee this year.

Mr. WHERRY. Is that on the side
slips?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. This is what Sec-
retary Symington said, as quoted in this
summary:

The Ailr Force is presenting today the re-
quirements for funds, based on the pro-
gram proposed in the President's budget
message. From a purely military standpoint,
we have testified that in our opinion a large
force is necessary, and have so recommended
in the past. Our views were based upon
our estimate of the requirements of the sit-
uation which may be expected to confront
us during the next few years, and these views
have been supported by the President's Air
Policy Commission and by the Joint Con-
gressional Aviation Policy Board. The Alr
Force recognizes, however, that, as previously
pointed out, armed forces are only one com=-
ponent of our total national strength. We
recognize, further, the great burden of re-
sponsibility on those of highest authority to
balance the several components of this
strength to meet the needs of the United
Btates; and therefore we support the Presi-
dent's budget.

Mr. President, I submit that is the
statement of a good soldier who is fol-
lowing the orders which have come to
him. He is supporting a budget; but he
has not sacrificed, and neither have the
experts in air matters, the conviction
which they expressed before, namely,
that the United States Air Forces should
be large, effective, and adequate to meet
the situation.

Mr. TYDINGS and Mr, WHERRY ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Wyoming yield; and
if so, to whom?

Mr. O'MAHONEY, I yield first to the
Senator from Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I wish
to associate myself with every word the
able Senator from Wyoming has said,
and I wish to point out to him the addi-
tional fact that the Finletter report
which recommended the 70-group air
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force did not contemplate that we would
build a 70-group air force in any imme-
diate period of time. It set it as a tar-
get to be eventually reached.

There are two facts in connection with
that report which should be mentioned.
First, the Finletter report was made at
about the time of the Berlin air block-
ade and the very tight conditions in
Berlin. The testimony the Senator from
California has read was given at the
time of the air blockade. So there was
then in being a situation which is not in
existence now; and therefore Mr. Sym-
ington, as has been pointed out, and as
he has told me specifically, is thoroughly
satisfied with the 48-group air force,
as of this moment.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, now
I wish to resume the floor for a moment,
because I do not desire to prolong this
discussion.

I wish to say that the Recorp should
be quite clear that the various armed
services, in preparation for fiscal year
1950, made request of the Bureau of the
Budget for appropriations totaling ap-
proximately $24,000,000,000. The then
Secretary of Defense, the late Mr. For-
restal, sent those figures back to the vari-
ous services, and said, “You must reduce
them below that.”

They then came forward with a recom=-
mendation for approximately $18,000,-
000,000, which went to the Bureau of the
Budget, and there it was again reduced.
We were striving to balance the budget,
at the expense of national defense.

The budget now before us is $13,248,-
960,700 for all the armed services. My
point is simply this, Mr. President: To
date we have cut the budget submitted
by the President in the appropriation
bills which have thus far passed the
Senate by almost $1,500,000,000. We
have demonstrated our desire to elimi-
nate unnecessary expenditures. We
have passed the bill authorizing the
President to reorganize the executive de-
partments. We have therefore demon-
strated our willingness to abolish over-
lapping bureaus and agencies of Gov-
ernment. The Congress of the United
States has done everything in its power,
it seems to me to cut expenditures.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. In a moment. My
position on the item before us, which
involves about $500,000,000, is that in my
Judgment it is not an item with which
we can afford to trifie. We should make
certain by the appropriations we pro-
vide that the United States Air Force
is adequate in view of the great danger
in which the world finds itself.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Certainly.

Mr. TYDINGS. I should merely like
to point out, in addition, that the Fin-
letter report, which recommended the
70-group air force, and which was pub-
lished about 2 years ago, also recom-
mended that in the year 1950 its recom-
mendations be again reviewed in the
light of what might then be world
circumstances.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am sure the
Senator from Maryland will agree with
me there has been a great deal of
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progress in the building up of the Rus~
sian air forces since the Finletter report
was written. I do not desire to tempo~
rize with the matter.

Mr., WHERRY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. OMAHONEY. Certainly.

Mr. WHERRY. Referring to page 27
of the report, does the Senator reconcile
the testimony of Secretary Johnson with
the additional request now being made
for $500,000,000?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I do not attempt
to reconeile it. I think Seecretary John-
son, like others, is trying to balance the
budget through the reduction of military
expenditures. I say to the people of the
United States that until the peace trea-
ties are written we cannot afford to tem-
porize with the most important of all, the
erms of national defense.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. The reason I mention
the matter is that in former colloguy
with the distinguished Senator I men-
tioned the Secretary of Defense, and it
appeared as though he might take ex-
ception to what the Secretary of Air
might recommend. But Secretary John-
son supports the President’s request.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correet..

Mr. WHERRY. The request is for a
48-group air force.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. On that basis I again
ask the question, because there appears
to be a conflict in the testimony.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. My position is
perfectly clear.

Mr. WHERRY. Iam not asking about
the Senator’s position.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The record is ob-
vious. The budget estimate is the tight-
est estimate which has ever been sub-
mitted for the United States Air Force
since we came to realize the importance
of the air arm.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield for an-
other question?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Is not the appropria-
tion this year for the Air Force as great
as it was last year?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am not certain,
It may be.

Mr. WHERRY. I am sure it exceeds
the appropriation for last year. Is it not
also true that the total over-all appro-
priations for military defense are much
greater than they were last year?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think they are
less.

Mr. WHERRY. I think there is a dif-
ference of between $2,000,000,000 and
$3,000,000,000.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am not certain.

Mr. WHERRY. I am sure they are
greater, I think the difference is in ex-
cess of $2,000,000,000.

. Mr. OMAHONEY. I am not certain,

Mr. WHERRY. I am very sincere
about this matter. I agree with the
distinguished Senator we should have
an adequate Air Force, and it was be-
cause of that fact, as I have already
stated, that I took the evidence of the
Becretary of the Air Force, Mr, Syming-
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ton, and the report which has been read
by the Senator from California, and
similar reports, as the basis for standing
upon: the fioor of the Senate and asking
for an inerease to 70 groups, last year.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator was
right.

Mr. WHERRY. But the same person
upon whose testimony I relied last year,
in answer I think to a guestion which I
asked—I cannot put my finger on it at
the moment—stated he was entirely
satisfied with the amount of the appro-
priations for the year as outlined in the
President’s budget. I then asked the
question, because I could not be clear in
my own mind, why it was, if he was for 70
groups last year, he would accept 48
groups this year. It was then that he
gave the explanation that groups really
did not mean anything, it was the total
amount of the appropriations which
counted. So I submit to the distin-
guished Senator there certainly is a con-
flict of testimony, and it is very difficult
for one who believes in an adeguate air
force, in view of what has been done in
the 2 years, to say now that we should
provide this group or that group, in view
of the fact that the over-all appropria~
tion is even more than it was last year.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
am not attempting to argue upon what
Secretary Symington's views are.

Mr. WHERRY. Nor am I. The testi-
mony is eontradietory.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am saying that
for myself the evidence is sufficient to
convince me it would be a tragic error for
the United States Congress to deny the
United States Air Force the appropria-
tion which was granted to them by the
House of Representatives.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Certainly.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I hope the Senator
from Maryland is still in the Chamber.
The able chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, as I understand, indicated
that at the time of the Finletter report
there was generally a serious situation in
the werld; that at the time the testimony
was given on the UMT bill, the Berlin
situation was approaching a climax, and
that since that time the situation has
changed, as I understood his statement.
The fact of the matter is—and I wonder
whether the Senator from Wyoming
agrees with this—the situation has not
changed a great deal. It is true the
Russians were not suecessful in their
attempt to blockade Berlin, but the situ-
ation is still so critical that the adminis-
tration comes to the Congress, saying we
need $1,400,000,000 to help implement
the North Atlantic Paet, to put arms in
the hands of our potential allies, who
may be subject to an overt overrunning
by the Russians. That is not a measure
which can be postponed until January
of next year. It is a measure which the
Congress of the United States must stay
here to pass, and pass within a matter
of weeks. I say to the Senator from
Wyoming, if the situation was so eritieal
in the blockade of Berlin, it is far more
critical now when the administration
itself comes to the Congress and asks for
$1,400,000,000, and says it is a matter of
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such urgeney that the committee must
consider it, that the Congress must pass
the bill ferthwith, and that even the
modest request of some of the Members
of the Senate that we appropriate a
limited amount and take another leck
at it next year would be a mistake, be-
cause it is urgent that the entire amount,
should be provided. I say if that be
true, then this certainly is no time, when
It seems to me we should be increasing
our Air Foree to 70 groups which ade-
guate testimony has set as our minimum
need, to be cutting our Air Force from 58
to 48 groups.

Mr. OMAHONEY. The Senator is
quite right. In my judgment, the House
appropriation for the United States Air
Force will do more to help the western
nations of Europe than any other appro-
priation we can pass to place guns in the
hands of seldiers over there. It is not
the infantry which those nations can
build up that will prevent the overrun-
ing of western Eurepe. It is not the
appropriations for ordinary military
arming that will prevent the expansion
of the Communist foree. It is the exist-
ence within the United States of an Air
Force, the size and ability of which is
recognized in the Kremlin. That is the
thing which will do more for peace than
anything else we can do. It was the
strength of the United States Air Force
in serving blockaded Berlin that did mere
than any other one thing to prevent ag-
gression by Russia during the past 12
months. After that demonstration of
success, if we willingly eut down our Air
Force, it seems to me, Mr. President, we
are weakly and supinely surrendering to
the opinions of those in the street who do
not understand the gravity of the inter-
national situation.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that peint?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I have concluded.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
merely want to say that I fully agree and
fully associate myself with the able Sen-
ator from Wyoming. It is my judgment,
also, that from the peint of view of pre-
serving the peace of the world and of
protecting our allies in the North At-
lantic Pact we could do more good for
their security by keeping our Air Force
at the 58-group level and take the
amount out of the arms implementation
bill than we could by reversing the situa-
tion, cutting down our Air Force, and
sending the same amount of money over
there, because the realistic men in the
Eremlin will pay more attention to a
first-class Air Force in being in this
country than they will to a few addi-
tional armed divisions when they have
such overwhelming numbers that we
cannot possibly match them on the
ground.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I think that the opinion of
the committee should be eXpressed at
this point. I realize that I am totally
incapable of arguing this question when
I have such a distinguished and experi-
enced opponent.

The amendment involves upwards of
a billion dollars.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to
ask the Senator if he has not made a
'slightly inaccurate statement. He has

stated that this involves a hillion
dollars——
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Upwards

of a billion dollars.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Does it not in-
volve nearer $2,000,000,000, because, if
the Air Force is increased, to the extent
'the Senator from California has indi-
cated in his amendment, the Army ap-
propriation would have to be increased
$1,460,740,000 as testified by General
Bradley and in accordance with the
figures submitted by the Army?
| Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I appre-
ciate the statement just made by the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. TYDINGS.
the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma,
to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not want to get
into the debate and cause delay, but I
should like to say that the Senator from
Massachusetts is exactly correct. It is
not only planes that will have to be
bought with the money, but we shall
have to have the necessary supporting
troops to support six more groups. Gen,
Bradley has pointed out that in the
event the money is spent for planes, the
Army must expand and furnish support-
ing troops, and the amount will be closer
to $2,000,000,000 than to $1,000,000,000.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Sznator yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I cannot find the
pages of the testimony of Mr. Syming-
ton, but the Senator said he had told him
personally——

Mr. TYDINGS. And also the com-
mittee. I simply wanted to associate
myself in every particular with every re-
mark made by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, another distinguished Sena-
tor has advised the Senate with respect
to what should be done regarding our
military affairs. The distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Alabama [Mr. HiLLl
served creditably and with great distinc-
tion in World War I. Naturally, I am
not qualified to discuss this question with
him.

Another distinguished Senator, the
Senator from California [Mr. KNow-
LaND], rendered distinguished service in
World War II. From practical experi-
ence I feel utterly inadequate to discuss
the question with him.

In World War II I had the opportunity
of being chairman of a subcommittee of
the Senate which was charged with the
responsibility of recommending the ap-
propriation necessary to supply and
equip our fighting men. I was chairman
of the Army Subcommittee and was a
member of the Navy Subcommittee, One
thing the military authorities must say
is that from the beginning of the war
until the end of it, they never wanted for
money. The Army never wanted for
money, the Navy never wanted for
money, and the Air Force never wanted
for mcney. In the middle of the war

Mr. President, will
I yield
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they were carrying as a balancs a sur-
plus of approximately $30,000,000,000
upon which they could draw from time
to time if it were needed. So if there
was any deficiency any place in our war
program, there was no deficiency in
money.

In World War I, I was not in the Con-
gress. I was in my own State senate,
where I had charge of appropriations.
I registered for service in World War I,
but, for obvious reasons, I was not called.
With reference to the Spanish-Ameri-
can War, I remember quite well that I
might have gotten into that war, but I
happened to be in college and was a
member of a colleze company which
drilled with wooden sticks for lack of
guns. While one company from my col-
lege was called into service, my particu-
lar company was not called. In my last
campaign the charge was made against
me that I was a slacker in World War I,
a slacker in the Spanish-American War,
and on one occasion it was suggested
that I was even a slacker in the Civil
War. Well, I have a perfect alibi to the
latter suggestion and that is that I was
not born until many years after that
horrible war was ended.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr, TYDINGS. I do not think the
Senator’'s modesty should prevent him
from telling the Senate of the great work
he performed in the War of 1812 and the
War of the Revolution.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I was
just coming to that. The Senator from
Maryland anticipated my admissions.

Mr. President, I am glad this discus-
sion has taken place, because this a very
important bill, and this particular item
is very important. The appropriations
for 1949 were made last year. The total
appropriation was $10,454,477,413. The
budget estimates for 1950, which we are
now considering, total $13,248,960,700, a
substantial increase over and above the
amount appropriated for last year.

Mr. President, the remarks made by
the able Senator from California [Mr,
KnowLAND] were entirely in point. The
Senator believes, as I do, that we should
leave nothing undone to keep abreast of
military preparedness. To do that we
should be constantly trying to improve
the weapons we provide our men with
which to fight.

Let me invite attention to what hap-
pened in the recent war. Notwithstand-
ing the money appropriated prior to the
breaking out of that war, when we
thought we had the best planes in the
world, having given the Department all
the money it asked for, when the war
broke out we came to learn what kind
of equipment we had to meet on the bat-
tlefield and in the air, and we found that
the planes made by Germany and those
made by Japan were, in three particu-
lars, better than the American planes,
The three particulars were as follows:
We found, first, that the enemy planes
were equipped with leakless gas tanks.
The gas tanks were lined with composi-
tion rubber of such a character and so
made that a rifle bullet could be shot
through the tank, but immediately the
rubber would close the bullet hole, and
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the gas would not escape. That was de-~
fect No. 1 which we found in our own
planes.

The second defect was that the enemy
nations had surrounded their combat
crews with thick, tough armor plate,
supposed to be a protection for the crews,
at least from the kind of small-caliber
bullet that might strike the plane. We
did not have our pilots surrounded with
tough armor plate. So that was defect
No. 2 in our planes.

As defect No. 3, we found the enemy
planes were equipped with larger caliber
guns than were our planes. When we
discovered these defects we had to dis-
card almost entirely the planes we had
constructed, and either remodel or re-
build them for combat purposes, or man-
ufacture new planes containing equip-
ment similar to that found on the enemy
planes.

Mr, President, in the bill it is recog-
nized that we should have research de-
partments, and should keep abreast, not
only of airplane development, but of ev-
ery other kind of development, including
watercraft of one kind and another,
those used above the water as well as
those used beneath the water, and all
kinds of equipment men would be sup-
posed to use in case we should become
involved in a real war.

The bill carries some $250,000,000 for
the special purpose of enabling the mil-
itary authorities to do research work and
to have research work done. If that ap-
propriation is not sufficiently large, it
should be increased, but that is what
they asked for., The bill gives the De-
partment the full budget estimate as to
every item that is before the Senate. Of
course, as I said yesterday, while they
could use money to the amount of the
full budget estimate in connection with
any particular thing on which they de-
sired to use it, and which was necessary,
yvet, over-all, the military authorities
say they can do what the bill requires,
namely, reduce the over-all appropria=-
tion total by over $433,000,000.

Furthermore, Mr. President, we find
the testimony in the record to support
what the Department requests. Of
course, I am glad to have the recom-
mendations of the distinguished Sena-
tors who, in war, bared their breasts to
enemy fire of all kinds, but from my
standpoint I must be guided first by
the Commander in Chief of the Nation.
He is in a position to get the best advice
in the world, and he does get that kind of
advice. He has at his call all the experts
of America, and he can bring in experts
from other places to advise him as to
what should be done. Upon the informa-
tion he receives he makes up his mind,
and then approves the budget, which, if
appropriated for by the Congress, will
give him and his subordinates the money
with which to do the things he thinks
should be done.

The President depends upon the ex-
perts in the Navy for Navy recommenda-
tions. He must depend upon the experts
in the Army for Ariny recommendations.
He must depend upon the experts in the
Air Force for Air Force recommenda-
tions. I think I am safe in saying that
he has in those three departments the
best military minds in the world. I do
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not know how that statement can be
successfully combated. The President
relies upon the best experts we can get.
These experts and advisers are the best
in the world. Here is how they are de-
veloped. We take boys from throughout
the country, eppoint them to the acad-
emies at Annapolis and West Point,
where they go through the presecribed
courses of study, and receive the best
training this great Government can pro-
vide. After they have completed their
courses and have been graduated, they
enter the active life of soldiers and sail-
ors. Those who work hardest and make
the best progress gravitate toward the
top. After a while they become generals
and admirals, Then, if they are still
hard working and are proficient, and do
the things we expect them to do, those
who gravitate to the top are the ones
called to Washington to become the ad-
visers of the high administrative officials,
the President, his advisers, and the Con-
gress. We have that kind of expert serv-
ices upon which we can rely. I say we
do have that class of expert advice.

The committee is limited in its action
to a number of conditions. First, there
is the budget estimate. While we are
not bound by that specifically, yet it is a
recommendation. While we are not
bound by the recommendations of the
President, or by the recommendations of
the Secretary of Defense, or by the
recommendations of the heads of the
three great component parts of our Mili-
tary Establishment, we are always glad
to have such recommendations.

Mr. President, at this point I desire to
read from the record. I shall read first
what Secretary Johnson advised the
committee. When he was before the
committee the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. SAvrToN-
sTALL] was present, as he is always pres-
ent. He is always interested in the items
in the military bill. When Mr. Johnson
was before the committee the distin-
guished senior Sensator from Massachu-
setts made this comment:

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me very import-
ant that we get from the Secretary a formal
acceptance this morning of the fact that he
is willing to take a reduction of $800,000,000.

Secretary JornsowN. I am . willing to back
Senator SALTONSTALL in the request I am
making to adhere to the President's budget
program. In my statement I sald I sup-
port it. I now reafirm it.

Further Secretary Johnson said:
We ask for the amount set forth In the

President’s hudget, rather than the amount
provided by the House.

Further in the same hearing we had
before us Mr. Symington, the Secretary
of the Air Force, and he made a state-
ment before the committee. His state-
ment in part was as follows:

We recognize further the great burden of
responsibility on those in positions of high-
est authority to balance several components
of this strength to meet the needs of the
United States; and, therefore, we support
the President's budget.

Mr. President, one more word. From
listening to the debate this morning one
would get the impression that we had
no Air Force to speak of, that what we
had was not equipped very well, that
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we had no Reserves, and had nothing
much to give to our military personnel.
The fact is that we have today 20,000
planes of various kinds immediately
available for service. The best infor-
mation we have is that any particular
plane that any enemy might have with
respect to numbers we can duplicate,
even quadruple, sometimes furnish 10
times as many planes of any character
as are possessed by any group anywhere
in the world.

We are not merely sure that we do
have the best planes, but, as for num-
bers, there can be no doubt, from the
best information available, that we have
a great number of the best planes
American ingenuity can provide.

These planes are in moth balls. We
have made them. They are available,
All we have to do is to call out the Re-
serves. We have 27 air groups in the
National Guard, all subject to call. The
48 groups together with those of the
National Guard make a total of 75.
They are all well equipped, with good
planes. They are training planes, it is
true, but they are equipped with every-
thing the Regulars have. So there are
27 more groups, and if we add that 27
National Guard groups to the 48 other
groups, that gives us a total of 75
groups.

The planes we have in reserve, in moth
balls, are not old World War II planes.
We have a very great number, It is not
proper to make a statement as to how
many there are, but we have a large
number of the finest planes in the world.
They are in moth balls. They are new.
They are ready. If we should need these
planes, all we would have to do would be
to call out the Reserves. We have them
by the thousands, and in a very short
time the Reserves could be trained to
such a degree that they could take those
planes and begin using them effectively
against the enemy.

So, while I realize there is merit in
what has been said on the floor of the
Senate as to the possibility of the need
for a larger Air Force if we had trouble,
from my information the threat of war
is not imminent, and with the condition
of the Federal budget, and with the con-
dition of things otherwise in the Federal
Government, it seems to me that the rec-
ommendations of the President and the
recommendations of the Air Force ofii-
cials coincide with what the committee
recommends. The committee recom-
mends that we give the Military Estab-
lishment all the money it requests. If
the committee is sustained, the Depart-
ment will have all the money it asked for
and all the money it wants.

In conclusion, if the Senate appropri-
ateil the money such funds will not be
used.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I have
talked with the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. WrERRY ], who is not on the floor at
the present time, and I have talked with
other Senators on the subject of reach-
ing a unanimous-consent agreement as
to when the Senate shall vote upon the
pending measure. It is our desire to
reach such an agreement. As Senators
know, on yesterday I advised the Senate
that the calendar would be called to-
morrow, and that the Senate would meet
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at 11 o’clock on Saturday. I have talked
with the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
McCreLran], who is now presiding, and
who is vitally interested in the bill. We
believe if we fix the hour for voting at 2
o’clock on Monday next, with the under-
standing that the calendar will be called
tomorrow, and with the understanding
that when the Senate completes its work
on Saturday it will take a recess until 11
o'clock a. m. on Monday, that that will
afford sufficient time to debate the bill
and all amendments thereto. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has agreed to that
suggestion. As I said, he is not present
in the Chamber at the moment. I told
him, however, I would make such a
unanimous-consent request.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
in the absence of the Senator from Ne-
braska, and on the word of the majority
leader that the minority leader has
agreed to that suggestion, so far as I
know, it will be perfectly agreeable to
enter into such an arrangement. There
are several amendments which I believe
will be debated fairly fully. I have no
personal objection, however, to the
agreement being entered into, if the mi-
nority leader has no objection.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following the
call of the calendar tomorrow the Senate
take a recess until Monday next at 11
o'clock a. m., and that at 2 o’clock on
Monday the Senate proceed to vote upon
the pending bill and all amendments
thereto. The time on Monday will be
controlled by the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. McCreLraN]l and
myself equally.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
will the Senator yield to me for a ques-
tion?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Does that mean
that the vote on the pending amendment
and on all amendments as we reach them
will be postponed until 2 o'clock on
Monday?

Mr. LUCAS. The request simply
means that when we arrive at the hour
of 2 o'clock on Monday, all amendments
which have been offered and which have
not previously been acted on and the
bill itself will be voted upon st that time,

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Then, for in-
stance, respecting a contested amend-
ment of the character of the one now
under consideration, does that mean
that the vote on that amendment would
be postponed?

Mr. LUCAS. Not at all. If we come
to the point this afternoon where we can
vote on an amendment, we will immedi-
ately vote or it.

Mr, SALTONSTALL, So each amend-
ment will be voted on as it is reached and
debate upon it is completed; and any
amendments still pending, and the bill
itself, will be voted on at 2 o’clock on
Monday, with the Senate convening at
11 o'clock on Monday.

Mr, LUCAS. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts is correct.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The minority
leader is now present.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I just
entered the Chamber and heard a few
words of the discussion.
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Mr. LUCAS. I will say to the Senator
that I asked unanimous consent that on
Monday next, at 2 o’clock, the Senate
having convened at 11 o'clock a. m., all
amendments which have not been voted
on up to that time and the bill itself, be
voted on, and that the time on Monday
be controlled by the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. McCrLeLLAN] and the Sena-
tor from Illinois.

Mr. WHERRY, Mr. President, I
think that is agreeable. I want to ask
a question, however. Does that mean
that each amendment which is reached
this afternocon will have to be voted on
today?

Mr., LUCAS. Any amendment that
comes up this afternoon, on which the
Senate desires to vote, will be voted on
today.

Mr. WHERRY. If the rescission
amendment is offered this afternoon, or
if it is not offered until Monday—I am
not sure when it is proposed to offer
that amendment—it will be voted upon
as one of the amendments, at 2 o’clock
on Monday?

Mr. LUCAS. That is perfectly agree-
able.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
CrLELLAN in the chair). The present
occupant of the chair would like to in-
quire whether the unanimous-consent
request contemplates that all the rest of
the bill will be concluded today, and that
we will have the time between the time
the Senate convenes on Monday and 2
o'clock, for debate on the rescission
amendment?

Mr. WHERRY. That is satisfactory
to me. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
present occupant of the chair will say
that if we have the time until 2 o’clock
on Monday for discussion of the rescis-
sion or economy resolution, that would
be satisfactory, but the present oc-
cupant of the chair would not want to
be precluded from having ample time
for debate on that resolution.

Mr. LUCAS. From what I have heard
this afternoon, I presume the Senate
will probably conclude debate upon all
amendments this afternoon, and prob-
ably will vote on them, with the excep-
tion of the amendment referred to by
the Senator from Arkansas who is now
in the chair. However, I cannot control
the length of time Senators may discuss
other amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands the unanimous-con-
sent request to include in it that all time
on Monday is to be controlled by the
Senator from Illinois [Mr., Lucas] and
the Senator from Arkansas, and there-
fore we could control the time with re-
spect to the debate on the rescission res-
olution. That resolution can be debated
on Monday until 2 o’clock. All the time
up until 2 o’clock can be applied to the
rescission resolution under the unani-
mous-consent agreement,.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, in order to
verify the situation, I think it is impor-
tant that we have some understanding
as to whether we will wind up considera-
tion of all other amendments this after-
noon, because I think that while the de-
bate on the particular amendment now
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under consideration is about closed, and
I do not know of many other amend-
ments which will be controversial, it is
possible that we might run into some-
thing that would carry us over until Mon-
day, and if there is to be legitimate dis-
cussion on other amendments to the bill
I would not want to see such debate
practically completely excluded, because
of the 3-hour agreement respecting the
amendment to be offered by the Senator
from Arkansas. I think it might be a
little better to have the understanding
that, if we have not concluded this after-
noon all the committee amendments and
other amendments which may be of-
fered to the bill, when the Senate re-
assembles on Monday we may continue
the consideration of such amendments,
and that 3 hours after action has been
completed on all the other amendments,
then the vote will be had on the bill and
on the so-called McClellan amendment.
Otherwise, I can see how the considera-
tion of some important matters may be
completely shut off.

Mr. LUCAS. I am sure the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. TrOMAS] is willing
to stay here all afternoon and tonight,
if necessary, in order to get all the
amendments out of the way, with the
exception of the amendment to be offered
by the Senator from Arkansas.

With that understanding, I ask that
my unanimous-consent request be con-
sidered.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may
the request be repeated? I did not hear
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state his request again.

Mr. LUCAS. The unanimous-consent
request I made, I will say to the Senator
from Georgia, is that, if we finish all the
amendments this afternoon, or even if
we stay in session tonight, if necessary,
to finish all the amendments, with the
exception of the amendment to be offered
by the Senator from Arkansas, which
deals with the delegation to the Presi-
dent of the United States of the author-
ity to make 5 and 10 percent reductions,
then the Senate will convene at 11 o'clock
on Monday, and at 2 o'clock the Senate
will proceed to vote upon that particular
amendment and on the bill, the time on
Monday to be equally divided between
the Senator from Arkansas and the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. GEORGE. Of course, the Senator
means to exclude all irrelevant amend-
ments and amendments not germane.

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator is correct.
That will be included in the unanimous-
consent request.

Mr. GECRGE. That any amendments
offered must be germane.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will say that I
am in complete accord with the unani-
mous-consent request, in view of the fact
that the distinguished majority leader
has stated that, if necessary, there will
be a night session tonight, so that all
amendments, other than the one which
is to be taken up on Monday, the rescis-
sion amendment, will be considered and
voted on tonight. Is that correct?

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator is correct.
That still means that we are going to
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have a session tomorrow beginning at 11
o'clock, to call the calendar. I made
that announcement yesterday, and I
think every Senator knows that the cal-
endar will be considered tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair believes that under the rule a
unanimous-consent request of this order
necessitates a quorum call, unless a
quorum call is waived by unanimous
consent.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the quorum call
be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair hears none, and the quorum call
is waived. Is there objection to the
unanimous-consent request made by the
Senator from Illinois? The Chair hears
none, and the agreement is entered into.

The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment on page 69, line
17.

Mr, KILGCRE. Mr. President, I feel
it is only fair to Members of the Senate
and to the committee to explain my
opinion of the position of the Appropri-
at‘ons Committee, of the President, and
of the Secretary of Air approving the
figures which are being debated.

During a period of some 3 years dur=-
ing the war the National Defense In-
vestigating Committee had a subcom=-
mittee going through the airplane in-
dustry. Many hearings were held, and
they are available to any Member of the
Senate. The President of the United
States, who was then chairman of that
committee, knew what those hearings
contained. We were constantly told in
those hearings by leaders in the airplane
industry and by our own military leaders
in aviation that a 1-year-old plane was
obsolescent, and that a 2-year-old plane
was probably obsolete. We were also told
that the best way to maintain our
strergth was to maintain research in
test models. It was conclusively proved
during the war that we could build 100,-
0G0 planes a year once we had the models
tested.

We were told by the airplane manu-
facturers and by our own pilots that the
poorest economy in the world would be to
standardize on a given plane. In fact,
the manufacturing records of the air-
plane industry show that frame changes
were made in every fiftieth plane to come
off the line.

Mr. President, it seems to me that it
would be the height of foolishness to
expend a sum of money in exXcess of the
recommendation of the Secretary of the
Air and the Budget Bureau at this time
in buying present air frames, when ac-
cording to all the information we have
the best plane Russia has is the B-29.
We have acres of them in moth balls.

For that reason I voted to sustain the
budget figure. I do not believe there is
a Member of this body who is more in-
terested in national defense than am 1.
I happen to be a member of the Reserve
component at the present time, and have
been for 30 years.

I do not believe that this approoria-
tion represents a cut. I feel that if the
appropriation were to be increased, and
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leaders, it should be increased in the field
of training of personnel and building up
an adequate research agency capable of
carrying on the necessary research and
tests. The figures show that about 2
vears are required to bring a new model
through the testing stage and puf it in
workable condition to start manufacture,
1f we have to rebuild our entire air-frame
supply every 2 years on a full war-
strength basis, or even on a full peace-
strength basis, the financial structure of
this country will be rather shaken.

I believe that Members of the Senate
should read the hearings and the state-
ments which were made by the leaders
cof the airplane industry, as well as by
our own top-flight aviators. I think we
should also bear in mind that even with
changes in every fiftieth plane to come
off the line, we maintained 19 modifica-
tion centers to take even those planes in
and make changes in them in order to
keep abreast of changing conditions.

Suppose we were to buy 500,000 planes
now or let a contract for them. It would
be a make-work order. I believe that
we should leave the maftter up to those
who have been specially trained to ad-
vise us as to how many planes we need
and what is the best program. At the
same time we should try to conserve our
strength for the time when we may need
it—when we may again have to enter
upon a program of 100,000 planes a year
in accepted models. The important
thing to look to is research and training
of pilots, as well as the fraining of ground
personnel. That is where I think we
should spend any exXcess money we have
to waste.

For that reason, I wish to defend the
action of the committee in the step which
it took. I believe that the Budget Direc-
tor and the President were fully aware
of all the testimony which had been ad-
duced in the airplane plants of the
country.

Mr., SALTONSTALL., Mr. President,
as a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and as a member of the Appro-
priations Subcommittee on the Armed
Services, I should like to add a very brief
word on this subject.

If the committee amendment is de-
feated, there will be added to the armed
services appropriation $222,067,000 in
cash and $577,755,000 in contract au-
thorizations. Furthermore, it would add
inferentially—and it would have to be
done by another motion—approximately
$15,042,279 for additional support on the
ground for the increased forces in the air.
The latter figure which I have used rep-

| resents the request of the military au-

thorities, which undoubtedly could be
reduced, but it is the only figure we have
on which to work,

The committee supported the Com-
mander in Chief, the President of the
United States, It is supporting the Sec-
retary of Defense, and his subordinate,
the Secretary of Air. All three of those
gentlemen have supported the position
which the committee has taken, Irealize
that probably each one of them would
like to have the House figure; but I as-
sume that they, like the committee; have
balanced this request with other items
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'lf that were the recommendation of our

which must be considered in carrying on
the program. If we accede to all the re-
quests of every service, we shall have a
budgzt far out of proportion to the ability
of the country to pay.

Mr. President, I have the greatest re-
spect and friendship for my colleague
from California [Mr, ENnowtranp], for my
colleague from Alabama [Mr. HiLL], and
for my colleague from Wyoming [Mr.
O'ManoNeEY]. I approve the considera-
tions which actuate them. However,
there is one fact which has not been
brought out, it seems to me, and that is
what we are doing for the armed forces
in this budget. I invite attention o the
fact that the budget now provides, under
the Department of the Air Force, for the
construction of aireraft and related pro-
curement to the extent of $1,100,000,000,
In addition, it provides, in contract au-
thority, for building new airplanes to the
extent of $1,415,000,000, or a total of $2,-
515,000,000.

The Navy has not been mentioned; yet
the Navy is also building airplanes. This
bill calls for new construction in the Navy
of aircraft and related procurement in
the amount of $523,070,000. In addition,
it calls for contract authority of $576,~
546,000. Adding those figures together
very quickly, they amount to approxi-
mately $1,100,000,000 more. So this year
we are providing for new aircraft con-
struction in excess of $3,600,000,000.

We should also bear in mind one item
for which the bill does not provide, which
may have to be provided in the Military
Establishment this year. There is now
pending on the calendar a new pay bill,
which is estimated to cost $302,000,000
this year, and about $320,000,000 & year
thereafter,

There is not included in this budget
anything for new public works construc-
tion, which the military forces estimate
at approximately $400,000,000.

Moreover, included in this budget is
$50,000,000 to provide for a radar screen
around the country.

On the other hand, I wish to make is
perfectly clear that the provision recom-
mended by the President for universal
military training, in the amount of $800,-
000,000, is out of this budget. That
represents a deduction.

If we want to include as a part of our
military strength and security other ap-
propriations, I mention only two which
occur to me, namely, the ECA appro-
priation of approximately $3.500,000,000
for Europe, which is on its way, and the
MAP program, the military assistance
program, which is now being consid-
ered. The amount of authorization
asked for in connection with that pro-
gram is $1,400,000,000. Those figures add
up to another $5,000,000,000.

Mr. President, the factor which influ-
enced my decision to stick by the rec-
ommendation of the commitiee was,
first, that we shall thus be carrying out
the suggestions of the Commander in
Chief and his subordinates; secondly, we
shall thus be appropriating at least as
much as—and perhaps more than—the
economic condition of this country can
stand, when we bear in mind all the
other expenditures of the Federal Gov-
ernment. L

12311

Even with what we are doing now, we
shall approach a deficit, next year, of
approximately $5,000,000,000. Of course,
deficit spending is contagious. We have
seen how contagious it is and how diffi-
cult it is to overcome.

I wish to make one other statement.
I know General Spaatz. I like him. I
hope he considers me his friend, as I
consider him my friend. He is a vig-
orous advocate of air power. His judg-
ment in the war was sound. He is a
courageous military man in every sense
of the word, and he is a strong advocate
of the branch of the service of which
he has been the commander. He may
be entirely correct in what he says about
the country’s need for air power. I do
not dispute that for a moment. How-
ever, I feel that we must make haste a
little slowly, We have a Navy and a
ground force, and those two forces have
to support the Air Force in time of
emergency. The balance between those
forces is hard to work out. The present
Secretary of Defense is making some in-
itial steps in that direction. Gradually
we shall determine—through new in-
vention, through further research—the
relative values of the Navy, the Army,
and the Air Force in the days to come:
but we must proceed gradually and must
make the best of what is practical at the
present time.

I would add one other statement. On
the calendar at the present time is Cal-
endar 940, House bill 1437, a bill to au-
thorize the composition of the Army and
the Air Force. The Air Force authoriza-
tion carried in that bill is 24,000 service-
able aircraft, or 225,000 air-frame tons,
That is the goal toward which we wish
to build. I agree with what the Senator
from California and other Senators have
said, namely, that this appropriation will
not increase the number of our airplanes;
rather, it will decrease the number. I
do not have the figures for the Navy,
but I have the figures for the Air Force.
I shall not go into them now. But we
are building better aircraft; and even
though the numbers may decrease, the
usefulness and fichting qualities of our
airplanes is increasing. So we are im-
proving our Air Force. I dispute the
statement my colleague, the Senator
from California, has made, to the effect
that we are decreasing it. We are de-
ereasing the Air Force in numbers, but
we are increasing it in fighting ability.

Mr. President, I am confident that
the Air Force would like more planes.
I am confident that the Army would like
more tanks. Iam certain that the Navy
would like more ships. We must bal-
ance all those elements.

The budget now proposed, and now
advocated by the group of Senators led
by the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. THoMAS], who gave a great
deal of time to it, is an effort to follow
to the best of our ability the reguests
of the Commander in Chief for a suit-
able, rounded-out fighting force for the
next fiscal year.

Mr. McEELLAR. Mr. President, I
wish to say just a word at this time. As
everyone knows, I have long been a
stanch friend of aircraft as a fighting
component of the armed forces. I think



12312

I have voted for every bill and for every
appropriation which has been offered for
aircraft.

I believe that in future wars, aircraft
and bembs together may play the great-
est part. They will certainly play the
first part. I would have been glad to
vote for a larger number of aircraft,
but for the position taken by our lead-
ers. The President, the Secretary of
Defense, the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget, the Secretary of the Air
Force, Mr. Symington—who, in my
judement, is one of the most capable
men in the Government and as fine
a man as ever lived—generally were sat-
isfied. Not only were they satisfied, but
they approved the provision which now
appears in the Senate committee’s ver-
sion of the bill.

While personally I would have liked to
see a larger amount provided, because I
think the'Air Force is certainly as good
a defense as any we have, nevertheless,
after the most careful consideration of
the evidence which came before the com-
mittee, I reached the conclusion that the
authorities were correct in making the
request which they did make, and which
the Senate committee has voted to al-
low. I wish to say that I am going to
stay with the committee report, and I
shall vote for the amount it recommends.

On the other hand, I also wish to say,
speaking for myself, that if it is later
determined by our military authorities
that we need more aircraft or better air-
craft or a change in aircraft, so as to
have the last word in aircraft for fight-
ing purposes, I certainly shall support
appropriations to bring ‘that about, be-
cause I am almost entirely convinced
that it is our first and best defense; that,
great as our Army and our Navy are,
and they are the best in the world, our
air and bombing departments are our
first and best defense at this time, in the
present situation of the world.

Therefore, I shall stay with the com-
mittee, and shall vote in accordance with
its recommendations made by the Presi-
dent, by Secretaries Johnson and Sym-
ington. I simply wish to make that
statement for the REcorp at this time.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a gquorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Byrd Humphrey Robertson
Cain Ives Saltonstall
Chapman Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel
Connally Johnson, Tex. Smith, Maine
Cordon Kerr Smith, N. J.
Donnell Ellgore Sparkman
Douglas Enowland Stennis
Ecton Langer Taft
Ellender Long Taylor
Flanders Lucas Thomas, Okla.
Frear MeClellan Thomas, Utah
George McFarland Vandenberg
Gillette McEellar Watkins
Green Malone Wherry
Gurney Morse Wiley
Hayden Mundt Willlams
Hendrickson Murray Withers
Hin O'Mahoney Young
Hoey Pepper
Holland Reed

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

Mr, KNOWLAND. I ask for the yeas
and nays.
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Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
am an advocate of economy in our Na-
tional Government. I believe it is im-
perative for us to balance the budget and
to reduce the existing debt as promptly
as possible. But at the same time I can-
not agree that economy should be at-
tained at the expense of our national
security. There are minimum defense
requirements which must be met or we
shall not long remain in a position to en-
joy the fruits of economy.

It is my judgment that House bill 4146,
the National Military Establishment’s
appropriation bill, as it has been ap-
proved by the Senate Appropriations
Committee, meets the test of promoting
economy and at the same time providing
for minimum defense needs. I hope that
it will be approved by the Senate in its
present form,

I feel that I can speak with some au-
thority on this subject, Mr, President,
because I have followed the bill closely
since it came to us from the House. I
attended virtually all the hearings and
had an opportunity to ask questions and
to weigh testimony of the top military of-
ficials. I was impressed at the hearings
with evidence of their willingness to co-
operate in reducing defense costs.

An important factor in promoting
economy is the unification of the com-
mand of the branches of our defense or-
ganization. Unification finally is work-
ing. I saw an impressive demonstration
of that fact recently when I had the
privilege of observing what is known as
Operation Camid at Camp Pendleton,
near Virginia Beach last Saturday.

Each year a group of cadets from the
United States Military Academy and
midshipmen from the United States Na-
val Academy join the Atlantic Fleet for
2 weeks of amphibious training. This
training project is called Operation
Camid—cadet midshipmen. It is con-
ducted by the Amphibious Force of the
Atlantic Fleet and is participated in by
all representative elements of the Navy,
including aircraft, submarines, destroy-
ers, marine landing teams, and amphibi-
ous vessels. In addition, appropriate
units of the Army and the Air Force take
active part.

The purpose of Camid is to train the
future officers of our three services in
the technique of amphibious operations.
For 10 days they are shore based where
they study and work jointly on the
countless details of amphibious opera-
tions. They are given lectures and dem-
onstration plays. They study exhibits
of the latest amphibious equipment.
They take part in practical exercises in
which they learn by actually seeing and
doing. They plan jointly the landing op-
eration which is the culmination of their
training period.

Following this training ashore, they
are organized into a joint amphibious
task force and embarked for 4 days in
the ships of the Atlantic Fleet. In this
task force, the landing troops are made
up entirely of cadets with their Marine
supervisors. Similarly, the midshipmen
are organized into corresponding naval
units in the transports, landing craft,
demolition teams and gunfire support
ships, Their training includes an oper-
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ation in which live gunfire and air sup-
port is coordinated with the landing craft
assault waves and a demonstration land-
ing by a skilled marine battalion landing
team.

In the Camid operation this year, the
final landing took place at Camp Pendle-
ton, Va., as I have said, on the Atlantic
seaboard, under weather and surf con-
ditions which added genuine realism.
The cadet-midshipment task force car-
ried out an amphibious assault landing
involving all the techniques of a wartime
operation. This included participation
by airborne troops who parachuted into
the area in support of the landing force.
Jet fighters and helicopters were among
the additional features which brought
the operation up to the minute in its
modern concept. The cadets and mid-
shipmen did a splendid job.

In the short period of 2 weeks, it is
not possible to teach these young men
all that they should know of the com-
plicated details of amphibious operations.
They are, however, exposed to the basic
principles, with the hope that their in-
terest will be stimulated and that they
will absorb the maximum knowledge.

In the process they learn something
that is far more important to officers of
our armed services: the paramount re-
quirement for mutual assistance, mutual
support, and unity of thought and action,
not only in wartime combat, but in
peacetime thinking and training.

The Camid operation exemplifies the
unification of our armed services on the
task force combat level, and teaches our
young officers in the beginning of their
military careers the principles of coordi-
nation and mutual understanding so nec-
essary for the successful conduct of any
future war.

I believe, Mr. President, that this uni-
fied defense effort is entitled to reason-
able financial support, and that is what
will be provided by the pending bill as
reported by the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

Mr. President, before I undertake to
make a brief analysis of what we are ap-
propriating for each branch of the serv-
ice, I want to say a word about the
amendment on which we shall shortly
vote. With all due deference to the
splendid Senator who has offered that
amendment, and his fear that our Air
Force is not large enough, I feel that we
cannot depend for our security on the
Air Force alone. If we adopt the Sena-
tor’s amendment I feel we shall unbal-
ance the program we now have, and we
shall then be stressing the Air Force at
the expense of the very type of coordi-
nated action I witnessed in such a thrill-
ing manner last week at Virginia Beach
and which, so far as any of us know, may
still be the method of warfare if we are
so unfortunate as to have another war.
I cannot believe, Mr. President, that we
can rely absolutely for our security, un-
der any circumstances, on only one
branch of the service.

I realize there are those who now talk
in terms of a push-button war. If some
aggressor attacks us, we shall push a
button, soar upward, and drop so many
bombs that the war will be over in the
course of a few days or a few weeks, I
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do not hold that viewpoint at all. I do
not believe any aggressor will attack us
until he is reasonably assured of the
chances of success. What will that
mean? It will mean that the aggressor
may have the same type of airplanes we
have. Bear in mind that in World War
II not a single bombing mission we sent
out failed to get through. The planes
we were using at that time would make
only 165 miles an hour. Some of them
reached the target every time they went
out. We know that Russia has six-
engined jet-propelled bombers capable
of speeds of 400 or 500 miles an hour.
We have been told that planes going
over a target in excess of 20,000 feet can-
not be reached by ground antiaircraft
guns. Who can assume that if we should
be involved in war, and our enemy has
bombers which will make 400 or 500 miles
an hour and can fly 20,000 or 25,000 or
80,000 feet up in the air, some of those
planes will not come through?

No, Mr. President. If there is a war it
will not be an easy one or a short one. If
will be a tragedy from which civilization
may not recover. But before that war is
over, I am convinced that sooner or later
we shall get back to the fundamental
present concept of war in which all
branches of the service will be called
upon to take part.

I am happy to say, from my observa-
tion of the way in which the unification
program is working, and with the fine
spirit I observed at Virginia Beach last
week, with real amity and friendship be-
tween the top-ranking branches of the
service, we can have a united effort and
make a successful defense.

Mr. President, I want to turn briefly
to some of the figures in the bill, because
I think it is important for the Senate to
know the figures before we vote materi-
ally to increase them. Senators should
know what we have appropriated; they
should know why we did not appropriate
more than we have appropriated.

The total cash appropriation as con-
templated by the Senate bill is $12,731,-
834,478.

The total contract authorization, as re-
ported by the committee, is $2,058,546,-
000. This is a reduction of $540,981,322
in appropriations below the House-ap-
proved figure of $13,272,815,800, and
$577,755,000 in contract authorization
below the House total of $2,636,301,000.
It is also a reduction of $517,126,222
under the cash budget estimates of §13,-
248,960,700, and a reduction of $17,000,-
000 in contract authorizations below the
budget estimates of $2,075,546,000.

This does not include a reduction of
$275,000,000 in contract authorization
for stock-piling of strategic and critical
materials, the authorization for which
appears in the Second Deficiency Ap-
propriation Act for 1949 and the Treas-
ury-Post Office Appropriation Act for
1950. Together with the reductions from
the House-approved military bill, these
represent savings in cash and contract
authorizations of $1,393,736,322, a very
gubstantial amount.

I know there are some Members of the
Benate who wish that this saving could
be greater. I say frankly that I wish
that it could be greater, too. Secretary
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of Defense Johnson, when he testified,
indicated that by the end of the fiscal
year he could be making savings at a rate
of a billion dollars in the Department of
Defense alone. He said that he could do
it with the powers given him in the Na-
tional Security Act. He said that he
could do it by eliminating wastage, du-
plication, and by cutting down on un-
necessary civilian personnel. He made a
very strong and convincing statement.
It will be found on page 32 of the hear-
ings. At the same time he stated that if
the committee, or the Congress, were to
apply specific cuts of this amount to the
Military Establishment the way it is now
constituted, it would cut down the fight-
ing efficiency of the armed forces to a
danger point. In other words, he said if
we in the Congress made specific cuts,
the fighting strength would be impaired,
but if he were allowed to institute re-
forms, then he would be able to make
savings at the rate of a billion dollars a
year without any impairment of the
fighting force.

For the reasons given the Senate
committee chose what I consider to be
& very sane and moderate procedure,
First, it restored practically every one of
the appropriations to the budget esti-
mate. Then it directed the Secretary
of Defense to apply cuts totaling approx-
imately $433,000,000 to the entire Mili-
tary Establishment. He is to use his own
discretion in applying these cuts, the only
stipulation being that the cuts must be
made in such a way as to avoid impair-
ing the national security. With this ex-
planation in mind, it appears to me that
the Senate will do well to support the
commitiee bill just as it is written.,

There is one action of the committee
which I believe deserves special com-
ment. The President in his budget esti-
mates requested funds for a 48-group
air force. The House, by increasing
the cash by about $222,000,000, and the
contract authorization by about $577,-
000,000, voted to increase the size of the
air force to 58 groups. Mind you, Mr.
President, that is the issue pending be-
fore us. That is the first amendment
on which we are now called upon to
vote.

This was contrary to the President’s
recommendation. When the commit-
tee met it was very much concerned as
to whether this additional air strength
was necessary. It approached the prob-
lem with an open mind. It called in
Secretary Johnson. It called in the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. It called in the
Secretary of the Air Force, the Secre-
tary of the Navy, and the Secretary of
the Army. It asked them their opinions
about the need for a 58-group air force.
They were unanimous in stating that
they believed that a 48-group air force—
the President’s approved number—was
a proper and adequate number at this
time.

Mr. President, I sat there and heard
the testimony from the Secretary of
Defense, from his assistants in the Army,
Navy, and Air Force, and from all the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. We said, “Speak
freely tous. We want to know the facts.
We are not controversial. We are not
going to penalize you., You are talking
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to us now, and we want the facts. Are
48 groups enough?” They said, “A 48-
group force is enough for our security.”
Who says now it is not enough? I do
not know, with all due deference. But
whom are we to follow? Certainly the
Senate is not going to take the position
that we should add six or seven hundred
million dollars to this tremendous ap-
propriation bill without some good and
sufficient reason for doing so. Certainly
no one, at a time when there is a deficit
which may run to four or five billion
dollars—no one knows how much—would
add anything to that deficit for an un-
necessary expenditure. Certainly none
of us is wise enough to know that if
we put hundreds of millions of dollars in
airplanes, and do not use them, and will
not find it necessary to use them for 5
or 10 years, they will still be usable
pianes at the end of that time.

The last time I discussed this matter
with General Spaatz, who is one of the
greatest air leaders we have ever had,
and a fine man, he told me that under
ordinary circumstances an airplane be-
comes obsolete in 1 year. The nations
are experimenting, they are making im-
provements. We must make improve-
ments. We must be building better
planes each year, if we are to keep
abreast.

At Norfolk I saw a base where there are
30,000 flights on one field every month.
There is another airport in the United
States which has that much air travel,
which is not exceeded even by our Na-
tional Airport here in Washington, which
is one of the largest.

Mr. President, what are the planes that
use those fields? For the most part, they
were planes of World War II, trainer
planes. That is what we have now. We
are using them now, but the officers at
the air base to which I have just referred
are hoping and praying that if we have
the misfortune to get into another war
we will have better planes than that.
Yet, I understand that it is proposed now
that we build some more of that kind of
plane. Perhaps the B-36 is the last word,
but who knows it is the last word in a
bombing plane?

Mr, President, our committee acted on
the very best technical advice the Nation
has. Needless to say, it gave us some
little satisfaction that we could follow
the advice of the military experts and
effect just a little economy at the same
time. We also followed the advice of the
Commander in Chief, who had had the
benefit of all the best technical advice
before he sent up the budget estimate for
a 48-group air force.

Mr. President, the witnesses from the
Military Establishment were reminded
that the Appropriations Committee was
sitting in order to determine for itself as
to the adequacy or inadequacy of the
48-group force, and, as I have said, they
were told to speak freely if they felt that
8 48-group force was not sufficient. They
reiterated their previous position. There
were no “ifs,” “ands,” or “buts.” These
officials—our top military men, on whom
we must put our faith in our national
security—were emphatic in their stand
on a 48-group air force. Under these
circumstances, it is my firm conviction
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that the Senate would be unwise to alter
their decision.

~ Acceptance of this bill will, I believe,
be a step in the direction of what should
be the goal of our defense planning.
That goal was aptly described to me by
' Admiral Blandy, Commander in Chief of
the Atlantic Fleet, during the Camid
'operation, when he said the need of the
United States is for “a balanced defense
‘team, working with complete unity of
'thought and action toward a common
end: the security of the Nation and the
peace of the world.”

I cannot close this discussion, how-
ever, without expressing my conviction
that we cannot place our dependence on
our Military Establishment alone. Peace
has escaped the chancelleries of the
world because it has found no home in
the hearts of men. We have developed
the unfortunate habit of thinking more
in terms of war than in terms of peace
and this leads to the unfortunate conclu-
sion that war is inevitable. I do not
share that belief. But, neither do I be-
lieve we can perfect an absolute defense
against bombs being dropped on us.

After observing the atomic bomb test
at Bikini, Admiral Blandy said in effect
that the nations must learn to live un-
der God or underground. I trust we may
find a way fo persuade other nations to
join us in choosing the former alterna-
tive.

. Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I de-
sire to take only a few minutes of the time
of the Senate to advise the Senate of my
complete support of the committee ac-
tion in reducing the item on page 69 to
the budget amount of $1,415,000,000.

* I wish to say that this amendment ap-
plies only to the Air Force, not to the
Bureau of Areonautics in the Navy De-
partment. In other words, the amend-
ment we are now considering does not
cover the whole aviation question as it
applies to our National Military Defense
Establishment.

If we turn to page 67, we find that
approximately $605,000,000 more is given
to the “Bureau of Areonautics, Aviation."”

So by agreeing to the pending commit-
tee amendment and passing this bill, we
would still appropriate more than $2,-
000,000,000 for new airplanes.

Last year, and also the year before, as
I remember, Congress appropriated a
tremendous amount of money, providing
for a huge number of airplanes over and
above the number recommended by the
Bureau of the Budget.

I refer the Senate to the hearings held
last year on selective service. During the
hearings held from February through
June, a great deal of testimony was
taken, and the administration, through
the Military Establishment, completely
sold the people of America and com-
pletely sold the Congress of the United
States on the necessity for an increased
Defense Establishment. Congress passed
the Selective Service Act. That act
would have provided the personnel nec-
essary to man the increased number of
planes which were appropriated for last
year and the year before, or at least
would have come close to doing so. The
planes appropriated for were ordered by
the Air Force and the Bureau of Aero-
nautics, Navy Department, and Congress
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adjourned about the 1st of July last year,
being fully justified in believing, in my
opinion, that that augmentation of the
Air Force and the Army and Navy was
going to be made. We were told of the
necessity for such increase, Everyone
in Congress believed the increase to be
necessary. :

Not only did Congress pass the legisla-
tion to which I have referred, but it
passed the Unification Act, because Con-
gress believed in the necessity for econ-
omy. Consequently, if we do not agree
to the committee amendment today we
must reverse the policies which have
been adopted this year, which are en-
tirely different from the policies adopted
by Congress last year.

All Senators will remember that after
Congress went home last year, the Pres-
ident, in the month of October, said in
effect:

We will deactivate the selective service.
‘We will make no further call for an increased
number of personnel to come into the Army.

Remember that the selective-service
law authorized the induction into the
Ground Forces of a total number of 844,-
000 men. The President, in issuing his
order in October, said that 690,000 or
692,000 were all that were necessary.
Proportionate reductions were made in
the number of men authorized for the
Air Force and the Navy.

That, Mr. President, so far as the
national defense is concerned, was a very
vital decision. I say that decision was
made by the administration last October,
when the administration decided to cut
down the number of men in the Air
Force, in the Army, and in the Navy.

Probably at about the same time a de-
cision was made which affected the Bu-
reau of Aeronautics, Navy Department,
for very shortly thereafter we had a re-
scinding of the order the Navy had is-
sued to build a large airplane carrier.
So decisions were made then by the ad-
ministration cutting down the number
of men in the Army and stopping the
construction of the large airplane carrier.

This year the administration said to
the Appropriations Committee:

We want a stronger Unification Act. We
want to give authority to Secretary Johnson
80 he can really effect economy.

Secretary Johnson has just notified
Congress of certain steps he has taken
in the last few days to let out of the serv-
ice 135,000 civilian employees., Extra ci-
vilian employees are needed to maintain
more airplanes. So if we pass this bill
we can anticipate that sooner or later the
same civilian employees the Secretary
proposes to discharge will he put back on
the job.

Mr. President, possibly all the deci-
sions I refer to fit into the picture of
ECA aid to Europe, and arms imple-
mentation to Europe. Certainly they all
deal with one subject, the security of the
United States. The decisions in ques-
tion were made. Certain actions were
taken. Instead of having an air force
of 58 groups, as it was intended we should
have under the appropriation bill passed
last year, we now have the recommenda-
tion of the administration that we pro-
vide for only 48 groups in the Regular
Air Force Establishment, and that we
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provide only about $600,000,000 for new
airplanes in the Navy.

Certainly Congress cannot expect that
if now we appropriate more money for
airplanes the appropriation will be acti-
vated and carried into effect in direct
contradiction of the whole defense pol-
icy which has been decided on by the ad-
ministration. Because of the fact that I
do not have knowledge as to whether we
should have more airplanes in the Navy
or in the Air Force, or whether they
should be B-36's or jet planes or some
other kind of planes, I believe Congress
can adjourn with a clear conscience if
it accepts the recommendation which
comes from the Military Establishment
and the administration, because it is cer-
tain that items of this size must be dove-
tailed in together with our whole na-
tional security plan.

Mr. President, I shall not stand on the
floor of the Senate and say that I believe
Congress could not feel safer if we had
100 or 200 more B-36's. I believe, how-
ever, that our first defense is keeping our
economy sound. The placing of a fur-
ther load of $500,000,000 on the backs of
the taxXpayers does not seem to me to be
a good idea at this time.

With respect to mechanical means,
material things for the protection of our
country, I should rather have our re-
sources in aluminum sheets, in produc-
tive capacity, for I believe that if we were
to get into a war in a year or two years
from now we would be better served if
we could then build the newer type of
planes that we would have knowledge of
at that time.

For all these reasons, and many more—
and I will say I have spent some time
studying the national security prob-
lem—I shall support the committee
amendment providing for $1,415,000,000
in contract authority for the Air Force.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The gquestion
is on agreeing to the committee amend-
ment on page 69, line 17.

Mr, KNOWLAND, I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Pres-
ident, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Has any
Senator answered to his name?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No Senator
has yet answered to his name,

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Pres-
ident, a further parliamentary inquiry.
Is it not a fact that the vote comes on a
proposed reduction for the Air Force suf-
ficient to eliminate 10 groups, and that a
vote “yea' means a vote to support the
committee amendment, and a vote “nay"
is a vote against the committee amend-
ment?

The VICE PRESIDENT, A vote in the
affirmative is a vote in favor of the com-
mittee amendment making a reduction
in the appropriations for the Air Force.
A vote in the negative means a vote
against the committee amendment, and,
in effect, for the higher amount in the
House language.

The Secretary will proceed with the
call of thg roll
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The legislative clerk resumed and con-
cluded the call of the roll.

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
soN], the Senator from Mississippi [Mr,
EastLanp], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Leary], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr, JomwnsTonl, the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER],
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Mryers], and the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. O'Conor] are absent on public
business.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cravezl, the Senator from California
[Mr, Downeyl, the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuisricHTl, the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. McManon], and
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. MILLER]
are necessarily absent.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Graaam] is absent by leave of the Senate
on public business.

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr,
Hunt] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CarrAN] and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLr] are absent by leave of the
Senate.

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr,
NeELy] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Washington [(Mr.
Macnuson], who is detained on official
business, is paired on this vote with the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Mar-
1iN]. If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Washington would vote “nay”
and the Senator from Pennsylvania
would vote “yea.”

The Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. MayBank]l, who is detained on of-
ficial business at the office of the See-
retary of Defense, is paired on this vote
with the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typinegs], who is detained on official
business, If present and voting, the
Senator from South Carolina would vote
“nay” and the Senator from Maryland
would vote “yea."”

I announce further that on this vote
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc-
MasON] is paired with the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. FeErcusoN]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Connecti-
cut would vote “nay” and the Senator
from Michigan would vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from New York [Mr,
Duires], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Lopcel, and the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. ToBey] are absent
by leave of the Senate. .

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREw=~
sTEr], the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
Bricker], the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Brinces], the senior Senator
from Indiana [Mr. CApEHART], the junior
Senator from Indiana [Mr, JENNER], and
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE]
are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Barowin] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. FEr=-
cusoN], who is absent by leave of the
Senate, is paired with the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. McMason]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Michi-
gan would vofe “yea’” and the Senator
from Connecticut would vote “nay.”
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The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MarTin], who is absent on official busi-
ness, is paired with the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MacNusonl. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania would vote “yea’” and the Sena-
tor from Washington would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Iowa [Mr, HICKEN=
LooPER], the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Kem], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
McCartay], and the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Mmiigin] are detained on
official business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr,

' AmkEN] and the Senator from Nebraska

[Mr. BuTLER] are absent by leave of the
Senate, and they have a general pair.

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 9, as follows:

YEAS—48
Byrd Hoey Saltonstall
Cain Holland Schoeppel
Chapman Humphrey Smith, N. J.
Connally Ives Stennis
Cordon Johnson, Colo. Taft
Donnell Kerr Taylor
Douglas Kilgore Thomas, Okla.,
Ecton Langer Thomas, Utah
Ellender Long Vandenberg
Flanders Lucas Watkins
Frear MecClellan Wherry
George McFarland Wiley
Glllette McEellar Williams
Green Malone Withers
Gurney Murray Young
Hayden Reed
Hendrickson  Robertson
NAYS—9
Hill Morse Pepper
Johnson, Tex. Mundt Smith, Maine
Enowland O'Mahoney Sparkman
NOT VOTING—38
Alken Fulbright Magnuson
Anderson Graham Martin
Baldwin Hickenlooper Maybank
Brewster Hunt Miller
Bricker Jenner Milltkin
Bridges Johnston, 8. C. Myers
Butler Kefauver Neely
Capehart Eem O'Conor
Chavez Leahy Russell
Downey Lodge Thye
Dulles McCarran Taobey
Eastland MecCarthy Tydings
Ferguson McMahon
So the committee amendment was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next
committee amendment will be stated.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Special procurement,” on page
70, line 1, after the word “for”, to strike
out “$134,477,000” and insert “$126,139,~
000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Acquisition and construction
of real property,” on page 70, line T,
after “(Public Law 626)", to insert “and
the act of March 30, 1949 (Public Law
30)"; and in line 11, after the figures
“$5,445,000”, to insert a semicolon and
“and, in addition, not to exceed $50,000,-
000 of the appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Air Force made by this act
may, in the discretion of the Secretary
of Defense, be transferred to and merged
with this appropriation, to be available
until expended for the foregoing pur-
poses, or in lieu of any part thereof, con-
tract authorizations contained in such
appropriations may be utilized for the
purpose hereof.,” .

The amendment was agreed to.

12315

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Maintenance and operations,”
on page 72, line 11, after the word “other-
wise”, to strike out “$1,199,792,000” and
insert “$1,068,864,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Military personnel require-
ments,” on page T4, line 16, after the
word “sentence”, to strike out “involving
dishonorable discharge”; and in line 18,
after the word “enlistment”, to strike
out “$1,263,623,000” and insert “$1,201,-
000,000, of which $5,000,000 shall be im-
mediately available and may be trans-
ferred to the appropriation ‘Finance
Service, Army,” subhead ‘Pay of the
Army,' 1949:!

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Research and development,”
on page 75, line 13, after the word “ex-
pended”, to strike out “$233,000,000” and
insert “$215,000,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Salaries and expenses, admin-
istration,” on page 78, line 15, after the
word “station”, to strike out “$59,870,-
000" and insert “$58,425,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Contingencies,” on page 78,
line 21, after the word “certificate”, to
strike out “$15,200,000” and insert “$14,-
467,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Title VI—General provisions,”
on page 83, section 610, line 14, after the
word “section”, to insert “or any other
provision of law"; in line 18, after the
word “Guard”, to strike out “or”; and
in line 19, after the word “Corps”, to in-
sert “Naval Reserve, or Marine Corps
Reserve.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 84,
after line 9, to strike out:

After June 30, 1849, no appropriation con-
tained in this or any other act shall be avail-
eble for payment of rental or quarters al-
lowances to personnel of the services men-
tioned in the title of the Pay Readjustment
Act of 1942 for any periods during which
they occupy, with their dependents, if any,
quarters under the jurisdiction (for rental
purposes) of any such services.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 87,
section 620, line 22, after the word “act”,
to insert “ (except those for liguidation of
prior contract authorizations).”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 89,
after line 4, to strike out section 622, as
follows:

BEC. 622. The Secretary of Defense is au-
thorized and directed, whenever in his judg-
ment the best Interests of the United States
go require, to direct the insertion of a clause
incorporating the Renegotiation Act of 1948
in any contract for the procurement of ships,
aireraft, alreraft parts, and the eonstruction
of facilities or installations outside continen-
tal United States entered into by or in be-
half of the Department of the Army, the De-
partment of the Navy, or the Department of
the Alr Force which obligates any funds made
available for obligation in the current fiscal
year.
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And in lieu thereof to insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 622. (a) All negotiated contracts in ex-
cess of $1,000 entered into during the fiscal
year 1950 by or on behalf of the Department
of the Army, the Department of the Navy, or
the Department of the Air Force, and all sub-
contracts thereunder in excess of $1,000, are
hereby made subject to the Renegotiation Act
of 1948 in the same manner and to the same
extent as if such contracts and subcontracts
were required by such act to contain the re-
negotiation article prescribed in subsection
(&) of such act. Each contract and subcon-
trect made subject to the Renegotiation Act
of 1948 by this section shall contain an ar-
ticle stating that it is subject to the Rene-
gotiation Act of 1948. In determining wheth-
er the emounts received or accrued to a con-
tractor or subcontractor during his fiscal year
from contracts and subcontracts subject to
the Renezotiation Act of 1248 amount in the
sggregate of £100,000, receipts or accruals
from contracts and subcontracts made sub-
jeet to such act by this section shall be added
to reczipts or accruals from all other con-
tracts and subcontracts subject to such act.

(b) Notwithstanding any agreement to the
contrary, the profit limitation provisions of
the gct of March 27, 1934 (48 Stat. 593, §505),
as amended and supplemented, shall not ap-
ply to any contract or subcontract which is
subject to the Renegotiation Act of 1948,

Mr. EILGORE., Mr. President, before
this commiitee amendment is voted
upon, I offer {o it an amendment which
I send to the desk and ask to have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment to the amendment will be stated.

The LrgistATivE CLERX. In the com-
mittee amendment on page 90, in line 8,
after the period, it is proposed to insert
the following:

It iz the sense of the Congress that the
Becretary of Defense, in exercising his discre-
tion to exempt subcontracts, either individ-
ually or by gereral classes or types, will take
into consideration the competitive condi-
tions affecting the sale of any article cov=-
ered by such subcontract or subcontracts
and the protection of the Government
against excessive profits being earned there-
on, and, insofar as practicable, will exempt
such subcontract or subcontracts if he finds
such action to be In the public interest.

Mr. EILGORE. Mr. President, with
reference to this amendment to the com-
mittee amendment, let me say that I
realize it would have no actual legisla-
tive effect, but merely would express the
position of the Congress. The purpose
is to encourage and permit manufac-
turers of commercial products who sell
them under Government contracts or
subcontracts to feel assured that where
there is actual competition, the con-
tracts or subcontracts will not be sub-
ject to renegotiation, but that the rene-
gotiation clause may be omitted. The
situation is adequately protected; but
this amendment to the committee
amendment is an admonition to the Sec-
retary of Defense to scrutinize these
contracts. This amendment to the com-
mittee amendment pertains particular-
ly to subcontractors who are manufac-
turing a standard product which is in
competition. Under this committee
amendment, all such contracts could be
renegotiated.

The amendment to the committee
amendment has been submitted to the
Renegotiation Board and also to the staff
of the Appropriations Committee and to

the National Defense Establishment,
and all of them agree to it. They have
no objection whatsoever to it.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I
wonder whether the Senator from West
Virginia would give consideration to the
alternative, namely, removing section
622, and leaving the situation as it is
under the act of March 27, 1934.

My reasons for the suggestion are
these: The renegotiation provision is
fundamentally a wartime provision
which would take care of conditions
under which no one could predict in ad-
vance what would be the cost of manu-
facture. So it was mutually agreeable,
under war conditions, for the Govern=-
ment and the contractor to review the
results of the contract, after perform-
ance of it had been completed. I pre-
sume that situation still cccurs in some
cases. It does in the case of shipbuild-
ing and some other things. But this
provision, as written into the bill, to my
mind carries over in an extreme form
and in an administratively difficult form
a provision which was intended primarily
for wartime conditions.

However, it places an intolerable bur-
den on small business. The $1,000 limit
makes this provision apply to the small-
est businesses to be found in the United
States. It is merely another indication
of our laxity, our obtuseness, our lack of
understanding, when, after we set up
committees for small business and make
extensive specches here on the floor of
the Senate in favor of small business, we
then try to put through a provision of
this sort which would prevent small
business from doing anything for or with
the Government without an infinite
emotunt of trouble, without reference to
the most elaborate kind of cost keeping
and figuring and analysis of overhead
and direct costs, figures which are avail-
able to large businesses, but are com-
pletely out of the reach of small
businesses.

I earnestly suggest to the Senator from
West Virginia that he consider eliminat-

ing this provision entirely. It is very
bad.
Mr. EILGORE. Mr. President, in

reply to the Senator from Vermont, let
me say to him that if he will carefully
serutinize the part which has been taken
out he will discover that that part does
not protect small business very much,
It chiefly protects large business. As
originally written, it will not exclude
those who furnish parts for ships. The
most expensive part of the building of a
ship is the propulsion machinery. Yet

that would be absolutely restricted. The

propulsion machinery is normally speci-
fled as a custom-built article, which can
be built by only one company or firm.
Therefore, there would be no possibility
of competitive bidding.

Let me say that we mulled over this
matter for some time, and very thor-
oughly; and we adopted this proposal
as a method of protection, where there
is any possibility of competition.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator from West Virginia whether
the section as amended, which I take it
includes all that is in the section as re-
ported by the committee, does not cover
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everything from devil’s hair to dog’s
wool, so long as it is over $1,000; and it
applies to the Department of the Army,
the Department of the Navy, and the
Department of the Air Force, which
means the whole Defense Establishment.
I earnestly suggest to the Serator from
West Virginia that it covers altogether
too much.

Mr. KILGORE. Of course, neither the
Senator from Vermont nor I should dis-
cuss the question of hair too deeply, un-
less we are going to use dog's wool for
toupées.

I am merely ,supporting the amend-
ment to the committee amendment in an
endeavor to protect small busiess. The
thing about the original draft of the bill
to which I objected was that it only
excluded ships. Frankly, the greatest
waste I found in 5 years of investiga-
tion of ships had to do with propulsion
mechinery. The shipbuilder buys his
propulsion machinery. He merely builds
a hull and makes an assembly. For that
reason I should prefer to argue my
amendment to the committee amend-
ment now, leaving the committee amend-
ment to be argued after my amendment
has been passed upon.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I
think perhaps the point made by the
Senator from West Virginia is well taken.
When his amendment to the committee.
amendment is disposed of, I hope we may
dispose of the corpus delicti of the com-
mittee amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from West Virginia
to the committee amendment.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, the amendment has been con-
sidered, and, so far as I know, the com-
mittee has no objection to it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the amendment offered by the
Senater from West Virginia to the com-
mittee amendment is agreed to.

Mr. FLANDERS. I move to amend
the bill, on page 89, by striking out sec-
tion 622 (a) in the committee version of
the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A negative
vote on the committee amendment, the
Chair will state to the Senator, would
accomplish the same result. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the commitiee
amendment, and it is unnecessary to
move to restore the House language, be-
cause a negative vote would accomplish
that purpose anyway.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, again
I bow to superior parliamentary wisdom,
I only urge that this body do not agree
to the committee amendment.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Vermont yield to the Sen-
ator from Oregon?

Mr. FLANDERS. 1 yield.

Mr. CORDON. The Senator made the
statement in his argument a moment ago
that this section would apply renegotia-
tion to every contract in excess of $1,000;
which, on the face of it, standing alone,
would be correct. But the purpose of
the amendment and what it accom-
plishes and what the language accom-
plished last year is simply to bring
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within the Renegotiation Act any con-
tract of $1,000 and more, when such con-
tract, plus others, create the minimum
amount which can be renegotiated,
which is $100,000. So that any initial
and prime contract under $100,000, is
not subject to renegotiation under this
act.

Mr. FLANDERS. I take it, however,
that any subcontractor—that is, the
small-business man—having a subeon-
tract to the amount of $1,000, under the
$100,000 limitation, is in jeopardy.

Mr, CORDON. That is correct.

Mr. FLANDERS. I seriously doubt
whether a body as sensitive to the trou-
bles of the small-business man as the
Senate is will agree to the renegotiation
of $1,000 subcontracts.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the committee
amendment as amended.

Mr. CORDON. Mr, President, I
should like to speak in my own time, if
the Senator from Vermont has con-
cluded.

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield the floor.

Mr. CORDON. I shall support the
committee amendment. The purpese of
it, as it first appeared in appropriation
language after the war, was to try to
reach the kind of contract which it was
clear would be essential in any type of
procurement where the thing to be pro-
cured was noncompetitive. The evi-
dence which, in the opinion of the com~
mittee, was most persuasive was that
numerous negotiated contracts were be-
ing made by the armed services in the
nature of the purchase of new types of
matériel for the armed services in the
field of guided missiles, in the field of
improvements to aircraft, in the field of
experimental types of motor vehicles, of
armament, and of different types of
armor itself. It was clearly impossible
for the Government through the armed
services to contract with the necessary
manufacturers to produce that type of
equipment and have a firm contract as
to price. Neither ecould know in advance
what the expenditure might rum te.
Neither could know in advance whether
a prototype would be followed by a con-
siderable investment. The result was
that we were in a field in which the Gov-
ernment, in order to get firm contracts,
would be compelled to pay very much
more than it would have to pay were it
possible to knoew costs in advance. The
application- of renegotiation to that
situation would permit the Government
to renegotiate the contract, and, at its
conclusion, to determine by renegotia-
tion the reasonable value of the services
performed and of the thing received.

I hope the Senate will agree to the
amendment. I believe it is in the in-
terest not only of the Government but
of the suppliers themselves.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sena-
tor from Vermont?

Mr. CORDON. I am glad to yield.

Mr. FLANDERS. Was the Senator on
the Appropriations Committee?

Mr. CORDON. I was.

Mr. FLANDERS. Did the armed serv-
ices reguest this provision?
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Mr. CORDON. I do not recall the
exact circumstances, My memory is the
request first came from the Navy. Iam
not certain. It came from one of the
arms of the service before unification.

Mr. FLANDERS. I should be very
much interested to know the source of
the amendment.

Mr, CORDON. It came from one of
them, but I do not now recall which.

Mr. FLANDERS. It was no friend of
the small-business man, whoever it was.

Mr. CORDON. Mr, President, I may
say with reference to that, the amend-
ment cannot hurt any businessman,
either small or large, who has for sale
anything which has a settled and fixed
competitive price.

Mr. FLANDERS. That confines the
small-business man in his dealings with
the Government to things which have
a competitive and fixed price, if he wants
to keep out of infinite trouble, for which
he is poorly prepared. I trust the Sen-
ate will not agree to the amendment.

Mr, CORDON. Happily, Mr. Presi-
dent, the amendment will not have the
result contended for, in my opinion. In
those instances in which noncompeti-
tive production is necessary, there must
first be a contract in excess of $100,000.
In only a very few instances—and they
would be most rare—would a contract
of that character at this time and in this
day and age be subcontracted so far as
the noncompetitive factors involved are
concerned. So far as purchases by a
contractor of materials and supplies
which by themselves have fixed values
are concerned, there would be no need
for renegotiation, and there is discre-
tion in the amendment under diseussion.
I hope the amendment will be agreed to.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, be-
fore I discuss the pending amendment
I wish to propound a parliamentary in-
quiry. The House sent us a bill contain-
ing a renegotiation provision. The Sen-
ate amended that renegotiation provi-
sion. I understand the Senator from
Vermont has offered an amendment.
What would be the effect if the amend-
ment of the Senator from Vermont
should be adopted?

The VICE FPRESIDENT. The Senator
from Vermont has not offered an amend-
ment. He is urging that the committee
amendment be defeated.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Then, Mr. Presi-
dent I shall discuss the difference be-
tween the House provision and the Sen-
ate provision, because I was a member of
the committee that handled it and I
heard all the testimony, The provision
in the Senate bill is the one which I pre-
pared, plus an amendment adopted by
the committee which was offered by the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Corponl.
Senators will recall that the first rene-
gotiation provision was inserted in a bill

in the early part of defense spending.

It was offered, I believe, by Representa-
tive CrasE. It was found to be unwork-
able, and the matter was referred to the
Ways and Means Committee and I was
assigned to draff a comprehensive rene-
gotiation bill. A subcommitiee worked
on it for approximately 2 months and
found it was one of the most technical
and difficult things we had ever under-
taken. A bill was drafted and passed.
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We recovered approximately $5,000,000,~
000 in direct contraects, and possibly $10,-
000,000,000 in reductions on the basis of
renegotiated contracts. We are again
moving into a big spending period, when
we see $15,000,000,000 in cash appropri-
ated for our defense program.

The Army, the Navy, and the Air Force
have a joint committee on renegotiation,
and it is my understanding that that
committee got the House to adopt the re-
negotiation section which is in the House
bill. When I studied it, I felt they had
not done a good job and that the lan-
guage inserted would not do what they
said they wanted to do. So I redrafted it.
The House bill provided for the renego-
tiation of renegotiated contracts. If ap-
plied to competitive contracts and to
parts of airplanes. Since we were going
into a big shipbuilding program I felt
that it would be desirable to add ship
parts. So I included that in my redraft
of the bill. Representatives of the Army,
Navy, and Air Force who were on the re-
negotiating committee came before us
and testified. They said it would impose
a great burden on them to renegotiate
parts of ships, because they had had
much experience in awarding ship con-
tracts, mostly by competitive bids, and
they knew so well what these small parts
would be that they did not feel the ex-
pense they would be forced to incur to
renegotiate with subeontractors on parts
of ships would justify any possible sav-
ing the Government would make on such
contracts.

I then struck out the ship parts, which
left my amendment just as the House
amendment was, but, in my opinion, in
better technical language. The repre-
sentatives of the armed forces all agreed
that it was better language and was satis-
factory.

Then the distinguished Senator from

_Oregon [Mr. Corpon] said, “Let us make

it apply to all parts.” The committee,
frankly, over my protest, adopted the
Senator’s amendment, which would ap-
ply to all parts in excess of $1,000.

If we do not adopt the committee
amendment, we shall get an improperly
worded amendment in the House bill
which will cause, in my opinion, untold
confusion in the renegotiation of con-
tracts. But if we adopt the Senate
amendment, it will be a very simple
matter for the conferees, for it will be
too burdensome to small business to have
all small contracts renegotiated, to elimi-
nate that part of the Senate amendment
and accept the intent of the House bill
in the language of the Senate bill,

Mr. FLANDERS, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. FLANDERS. 1 should like to in-
quire of the Senator from Virginia
whether he is willing to formulate that
amendment now and see whether we
cannot vote for it. Personally, I am un-
willing to leave the fate of the small-
business man to g conference. The re-
sponsibility lies right here on this floor,

Mr,. ROBERTSON. It is a very simple
matter to take out the language of the
Senator from Oregon, which was added
to my amendment. But, frankly, I do
not feel at liberty, the committee having
acted, to offer that amended amendment.
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I concede it would be very definitely the
privilege of the Senator from Vermont to
offer it, and I should be glad to show
him how to do it, if he wants to offer it,
But I should prefer not to offer the
amendment myself, for fear—because
the distinguished Senator knows the in-
clination of members of the Appropria-
tions Committee to feel that when we
have acted we are under some obligation
to stick together—for fear we shall get
the language in a hopeless tangle. I
would not object at all to seeing the pro-
tection of small business, to which the
Senator refers, placed in the hands of
the distinguished conferees of the House
and Senate, with an opportunity for the
Senator from Vermont to point out that
it would be burdensome for small busi-
ness, which does only a part of the busi-
ness with the Government, to have to
keep a set of books in order to renegotiate
contracts in connection with a portion of
the business because, if they have to re-
negotiate, they must renegotiate every-
thing. But I can see no difficully or
danger in leaving the matter to the con-
ferees, to whom, in the quiet of the
Chamber, the real facts can be presented
with the logic for which the Senator from
Vermont is so justly famous.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Virginia for his expressions of apprecia-
tion of my abilities, and so forth, but I
feel that those abilities have not yet been
adequate to presenting this case. We
cannot dodge the responsibility on the
floor of the Senate and place it on the
conference committee. No more can we
dodge the responsibility of leaving the
maftter, as was suggested at one point in
the discussion, to administrative action.
Anyone who has had any business with
the Government knows the vagaries, the
difficulties, the endless complications, the
duplication, the triplication, the sextupli=-
cation, and all the things involved in
leaving it to administrative action. The
small-business man simply must not be
subjected to that. The sum of $1,000 is
ridiculous. I find myself, Mr. President,
in trying to protect the small-business
man, in this position: It has been sug-
gested that the amendment could be so
reworded as to protect him; but those
who have brought forward the amend-
ment and know most about it seem to
feel at least morally obligated to distress
the small-business man.

I do not see why, if they feel that
moral obligation, they should not also
feel some obligation to safeguard him
by offering a protecting amendment,
Personally, I am unfamiliar with the
earlier legislation in its details. The
knowledge which is possessed by the
members of the committee is essential,
I, myself, should feel at a loss at this
short notice to draw up an amendment

which would give adequate protection.

Why should not a member of the com-
mittee offer such an amendment?

Mr. ROBERTSON. Ireply tothe Sen-
ator from Vermont that the amendment
offered by the Senator from Oregon [Mr,
Corpon] was vigorously opposed by me
in the committee, and it was adopted
over my vote, and it now comes to the
Senate as the action of the majority of
the committee. My position was clear.
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Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the Senator from
Virginia whether, as an individual with
a heart for the small-business man, and
not for the moment as a member of the
committee, he would be able to suggest
to me the terms of an amendment which
would reduce or remove the jeopardy in
which the small-business man finds him-
self.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I would not feel
that there was any inconsistency in my
aliegiance to the committee, and the
commitiee chairman and the chairman
of the subcommittee, in complying with
the friendly request of the distinguished
Senator, but it would take me a few min-
utes, of course, to point out just where
the change could be made in the lan-
guage, because the amendment is highly
technical.

Mr, GURNEY. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Vermont would agree, in
order to give him time to figure out the
change he might desire in the amend-
ment, I would suggest that we have
unanimous consent to pass over section
622 at this time, and return to it after
we have completed the other amend-
ments in‘the bill. If it is agreeable to
the Senator, I will make such a request
for unanimous consent.

Mr. FLANDERS. I wish the Senator
would do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the order is made.

ORDER FOR CALL OF THE CALENDAR

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate concludes its business today it stand
in recess until 11 a. m. tomorrow, at
which time time the calendar will be
called for the consideration of measures
to which there is no objection, beginning
with Calendar No. 853, H. R. 1758, and
also including Calendar Nos. 496, 671,
735, 832, 833, and 849.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I hesi-
tate to trust my memory and allow such
a request to go through, because I know
there are one or two other bills on the
calendar in which I am interested.

Mr. LUCAS. The hills to which I have
called attention, I think, with the ex-
ception of two, were measures which it
was agreed at the previous call of the
calendar should be considered at the
next call.

Mr. GURNEY. There may be one or
two others.

Mr. LUCAS. Very well; I shall with-
draw the request.

Mr. GURNEY, Ihad hoped the Sena-
tor from Illinois might say that we might
call up for consideration a few other bills
on the calendar previous to No. 853.

Mr. LUCAS. I cannot do that, and I
shall withdraw the request, because if we
start that, there will be no end to our
going back. We might just as well be-
gin at the beginning of the calendar if
we are to do that.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tart] if there was not a bill on the cal-
endar in which the Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. GeorceE] was interested, along
with some of the other Senators, I am
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informed it is Calendar No. 838, House
bill 5268. a

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield to the Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. I think the Senator from
Georgia would be very anxious to have
that bill included, if the Senator from
Illinois is willing to do so.

Mr, LUCAS. I include Calendar No.
838.

Mr. GURNEY., Then I have no ob-
jection.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
not the Senator include Calendar No.
570, Senate bill 1165? The Senator from
Idaho [Mr. MiirLEr], who is not now
present, asked me to see if that bill could
not be included.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will not
the majority leader repeat the calen-
dar numbers to which he referred?

Mr. LUCAS. Beginning with Calen=-
dar No. 853, and including Calendar Nos.
496, 671, 735, 832, 833, 849, and 838.

Mr. WILEY. At what number will we
begin the call of the calendar?

Mr, LUCAS. Beginning with No. 853.
Calendar Nos. 735, 832, 833, and 849 were
ineluded under the unanimous-consent
agreement heretofore entered into with
respect to the call of the calendar,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HumpHREY in the chair). Did the Sen-
ator include Calendar No. 693, House hill
3851? That was brought up for consid-
eration at the last call of the calendar,

Mr. LUCAS. No, I did not. e

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Could It
be included?

Mr. LUCAS. What is the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. House
bill 3851, a bill to amend Public Law 289,
Eightieth Congress, with respect to sur-
plus airport property, to which objection
was made at the last call of the calendar,
but I think the objection has heen with-
drawn.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, we al-
ways get into trouble when we start add-
ing bills. I have just advised the Sen-
ator from West Virginia that I could not
include Calendar No. 570, because it is
highly controversial.

Mr. KILGORE. I do not even know
the contents of the bill. I made the re-
quest at the instance of the Senator from
Idaho [Mr, MiLLER].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it not
possible that by unanimous consent the
bill to which the Chair has referred could
be called up at the time the calendar is
called?

Mr. LUCAS. It could be, of course.
Any of the bills on the calendar could be
called up if unanimous consent were ob-
tained to return to them.

Mr. President, I renew my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Hearing
no objection, the unanimous-consent re-
quest is granted.

NATIONAL MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT
APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 4146) making appropri=
ations for the National Security Council,
the National Security Resources Board,
and for military functions administered
by the National Military Establishment
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for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950,
and for other purposes.

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the next amendment of
the committee.

The next amendment was, on page 94,
after line 4, to insert a new section 629,
as follows:

Sec. 629. (a) Appropriations for the agen-
cies of the National Military Establishment
for the current fiscal year, available for pay
and allowances of military personnel, shall
be available for transfer, in the discretion
of the Secretary of Defense, to appropriations
available for the employment of clvilian
physicians, dentists, and nurses, for the em-
ployment of such additional civillan phys-
icians, dentists, and nurses as may be re-
quired for the direct care and treatment of
patients: Provided, That the total number
of civilian and military physicians, dentists,
and nurses shall not exceed the respective
legal authorizations for military personnel
in these categories, based on military
strengths for which funds are appropriated
to the Departments of the Army, Navy, and
Air Force for the current flscal year,

(b) Any civilian physician, dentist, or
nurse employed by the Department of the
Army, the Department of the Navy, or the
Department of the Air Force during the cur-
rent fiscal year shall be appointed in ac-
cordance with civil-service laws and rules
but without regard to the Classification Act
of 1923, as amended, or the provisions of
section 607 (g) of the Federal Employees'
Pay Act of 1945, as amended. Any such cl-
vilian physician, dentist, or nurse shall be ap-
pointed in one of the grades established by
section T (a) of the act entitled “An act to
establish a Department of Medicine and
Surgery in the Veterans' Administration,”
approved January 3, 1946, and the compen-
sation of any person so appointed ‘shall be
determined in accordance with the rates of
compensation for such grade established by
such section. The determination of the
grade in which any such persons shall be
appointed initially, and any promotion of
any such person fromy grade to grade or
within grade, shall be made by the appoint-
ing or promoting authority in accordance
with the regulations applicable to persons
appointed or promoted in the Department of
Medicine and Surgery In the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration; except that any nurse initially
appointed pursuant to the provisions of this
section shall be appointed only in the as-
soclate or junior grades established for the
nursing service by section 7 (a) of such
act of January 3, 1946. No person appointed
pursuant to the provisions of this section
shall be entitled to receive the allowance for
being rated as a medical or surgical specialist
provided for by section 8 (d) of such act of
January 3, 1946.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 95,
after line 21, to insert a new section 630,
as follows:

Sec. 630. No part of the appropriations
made in this act shall be available for con-
tracts with any person, firm, or corporation
to make or cause to be made with a stop
watch or other time-measuring device a time
study of any job of any employee; no part of
the appropriations made in this act shall be
available for the salary or pay of any officer,
manager, superintendent, foreman, or other
person or persons having charge of the work
of any employee of the United States Gov-
ernment while making or causing to be made
with a stop watch or other time-measuring
device a time study of any job of any such
employee between the starting and comple-
tion thereof, or of the movements of any such
employee while engaged upon such work; nor
shall any part of the appropriations made in
this act be available to pay any premiums
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or bonus or cash reward to any employee n
addition to his regular wages, except for sug-
gestions resulting in improvements or econ-
omy in the operation of any Government
plant; and no moneys hereln appropriated
for the Naval Establishment or made avail-
able therefor shall be used or expended
under contracts hereafter made for the re-
pair, purchase, or acquirement, by or from
any private contractor, of any naval vessel,
machinery, article, or articles that at the
time of the proposed repair, purchase, or ac-
quirement can be repaired, manufactured,
or produced in each or any of the Govern-
ment naval shipyards or arsenals of the
United States, when time and facilities per-
mit, and when, In the judgment of the Sec-
retary, such repair, purchase, acquirement,
or production would not involve an appreci-
able increase in cost to the Government, ex-
cept when the repair, purchase, or acquire-
ment, by or from any private contractor,
would, in the opinion of the Becretary, be
advantageous to the national defense.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in the
amendment just stated, I move to strike
out in line 9, page 96, the words “nor shall
any part of the appropriations made in
this act be available to pay any premi-
ums or bonus or cash reward to any em-
ployee in addition to his regular wages,
except for suggestions resulting in im-
provements or economy in the operation
of any Government plant.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,
President, inasmuch as there is a bill
on the calendar which proposes a pro-
gram for issuing awards, and inasmuch
as the Senate has not yet passed on it,
it seems to me it is not unreasonable to
delete from the bill the words suggested,
awaiting the ¢ime when we can consider
the matter on its merits. So, speaking
for the committee, I have no objection to
the amendment suggested by the Sena-
tor from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Louisi-
ana to the amendment of the committee.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I desire to offer a clarifying
amendment on page 96, line 1, after the
word “employee” and before the semi-
colon, to insert the words “of the De-
partment of Defense.” If agreed to, the
amendment would limit this section to
employees in the Department of Defense.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, in con-
nection with that amendment, I wish
the Senator from Oklahoma would con-
sider also the necessity of making a simi-
lar amendment on line 5. I believe, as
does the Senator from Oklahoma, that
the amendment should be narrowed to
the Military Establishment, and that
therefore we should strike out the words
“United States Government” in line 5,
and insert in lieu thereof “The Depart-
ment of Defense.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, there is no intent and has
been no intent to make the language
apply to anything outside the defense
program. I have no objection to the
amendment suggested by the Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. GURNEY. If the Senator also
includes in his amendment the proposal
to strike out the words “United States
Government” and insert in lieu thereof
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“The Department of Defense,” I shall he
glad to support his amendment in line 1.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The two
amendments have the same purpose, and
I am glad to accept the amendment sug-
gested by the Senator from South Da-
kota as part of my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment, as now offered, will be
stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee on page 96, line 1, after the word
“employee” and before the semicolon,
it is proposed to insert the words “of the
Department of Defense”; and in the same
committee amendment on page 96, line
5, it is proposed to strike out the words
“United States Government” and insert
in lieu thereof “of the Department of
Defense.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN in the chair). Without objec-
tion, the amendments to the committee
amendment are agreed to,

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I
raise objection to the whole commitiee
amendment. The first arrival on the
stage of Federal legislation of this anti-
stop-watch provision was a good genera-
tion ago in its application to Government
work in navy yards. That was in a pe-
riod when time study was a new thing,
and organized labor was very much op-
posed to it. Since that time, time-study
work has become the main basis of the
increase in efficiency in the manufac-
turing and distributing business on which
the ultimate raising of the standard of
living of the workingmen depends. Time
study has been the means by which the
standard of living in this country bas
been raised. The worker does not work
longer hours, he works shorter hours as
a result of it, The worker does not work
harder, he works easier, because the
means for handling materials and han-
dling his work and the manipulation of
his machine is made easier year by year
than it was before. The worker is de-
pendent on time study for the improve-
ment in his material conditions, There
is absolutely no excuse now for ruling
it out of Government work anywhere
at any time, It is the workmen’s friend
and not his enemy.

The situation in the plant in Vermont
with which I was connected until I came
to the Senate is interesting. There, in
spite of being frowned upon by the na-
tional organization to which the union
belongs, the union in that plant insisted
on writing into its contract with the com-
pany incentive pay based on time study.
The insistence came from the men, and
not from the company, and that was be-
cause they were satisfied that they could
properly earn more wages by that means
than the company could afford to pay
them otherwise,

Mr, President, in my view the whole
of section 630 is not in the public interest,
and I hope the Members of the Senate
will vote against it.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I raise the
point of order that the committee
amendment, the whole of section 630, is
not in order, as being legislation on an
appropriation hill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator makes the point of order against
the entire section 630,
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Mr. TAFT. Yes; as being legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is made to the entire sec-
tion. There are some provisions in the
section which properly are not legisla-
tion on an appropriation. The Senator
makes the point of order against the en-
tire section.

Mr., TAFT. Itseems tome, Mr. Presi-
dent, it is inseparable. I do not quite
see how it can be separated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In view
of recent precedents established by the
Senate the point of order will have to be
sustained.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Mr.
President, I offer an amendment in
proper order, and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 94,
after line 4, it is proposed to insert a new
section as follows:

SEc. 630. No part of the appropriations
made in this act shall be available for con-
tracts with any person, firm, or corporation
to make or cause to be made with a stop
watch or other time-measuring device a time
study of any job of any employee; no part
of the appropriations made in this act shall
be available for.the salary or pay of any
officer, manager, superintendent, foreman, or
other person or persons having charge of the
work of any employee of the United States
Government while making or causing to be
made with a stop wateh or other time-meas-
uring device a time study of any job of any
such employee between the starting and com-
pletion thereof, or of the movements of any
such employee while engaged upon such
work; nor shall any part of the appropria-
tions made in this act be avallable to pay
any premiums or bonus or cash reward to any
employee in addition to his regular wages,
except for suggestions resulting in improve-
ments or economy in the operation of any
Government plant; and no moneys herein
appropriated for the Naval Establishment
or made available therefor shall he used or
expended under contracts hereafter made
for the repair, purchase, or acquirement, by
or from any private contractor, of any naval
vessel, machinery, article, or articles that
at the time of the proposed repair, purchase,
or acquirement can be repaired, manufac-
tured, or produced in each or any of the Gov=-
ernment naval shipyards or arsenals of the
United States, when time and facilities per-
mit, and when, in the judgment of the Sec-
retary, such repair, purchase, acquirement,
or production would not involve an appre-
ciable increase in cost to the Government,
except when the repair, purchase, or acquire-
ment, by or from any private contractor,
would, in the opinion of the Secretary, he
advantageous to the national defense.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.
President, a parliamentary' inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
Senator will state it,

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Before
the amendment just offered can be con-
sidered, is it not necessary to suspend
the rule in order to make the new sec-
tion available for consideration?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As the
Chair understood the amendment, as it
was read, it is identical with the pro-
vision in the bill, and a point of order
is raised which the Chair feels compelled
to sustain. Therefore, it would be nec-
essary to move to suspend the rule in
order to have the amendment consid-
ered.

Mr.
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The rule
would have to be suspended since a point
of order has been made against the
amendment, and a two-thirds vote is re-
quired to suspend the rule. The original
amendment, section 630, was amended in
three particulars. It was amended by an
amendment which I proposed limiting
its provisions to employees of the De-
partment of Defense, by an amendment
proposed by the Senator from Scuth
Dakota [Mr. GuUrNEY] proposing the
same limitation in another line, and it
was amended by the Senator from Loui-
siana [Mr. Long] by striking out certain
lines. If the Senate votes to suspend the
rule, then the original section would be
before the Senate, at which time it would
be necessary to amend the section which
will come before the Senate, to conform
with the amended section against which
a point of order has been made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator prefers, he can modify his
amendment after the rule is suspended,
if it shall be. Then amendments to the
amendment would be in order.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That
was the point I was trying to make, I
am sure that is correct. We must now
suspend the rule. If the Senate refuses
to suspend the rule, the matter is out.
But if the Senate agrees to suspend the
rule, then the section comes before the
Senate. At that time I shall see to it
that the Senate considers the amend-
ment which I submitted, the amendment
which was submitted by the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. GUrNEY] and
the amendment which was submitted by
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr, LonNg],
all of which were adopted to the original
amendment. Is that a correct statement
of the situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. The Chair will advise
the Senator from Oklahoma that the
Parliamentarian informs the present oc-
cupant of the chair that if the rule is
suspended so that the amendment can
be considered, the Senator from Okla-
homa may modify his amendment at
that time.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.
the situation is clarified.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, could
not the Senator from Oklahoma at this
time, in offering his amendment, which
has just been read by the clerk, modify
the amendment and present it to the
Senate in modified form?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I am of
the opinion that I cannot modify it at
this time. In that event it would not be
the same amendment with respect to
which I served notice.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I now
make the same point of order against
the amendment of the Senator from
Oklahoma that I made against the com-
mittee amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order made against the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Okla-
homa is sustained.

Does the Senator from Oklahoma now
wish to move to suspend the rule?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, I gave
notice of my intention to move to sus-
pend the rule,

I think
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Notice
has been given,

Mr., THOMAS of Oklahoma. I now
move that paragraph 4 of rule XVI be
suspended in order that my amendment
may be considered by the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
THOMAS].

Mr. TAFT. On that question, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, for
the purpose of the Recorp I wish to make
a statement concerning the pending
amendment. The Senate is very famil-
iar with the sitcation involved, because
every year—I know every year I have
been in the House or the Senate—this
provision has been added to appropria-
tion bills, particularly in relation to the
Naval Establishment. Every year an
attempt is made to knock out the provi-
sion. So far, in many Congresses ex-
tending back as far as 1916, such
attempts have been unsuccessful,

There is a great deal of merit in this
provision. The Navy has worked satis-
factorily with it for many years. There
has long been a prohibition against ap-
plying the so-called stop-watch tech-
nique to Navy workmen. I know of no
statement on the part of any branch
of the Military Establishment—either
the Army, the Navy, or the Air Force—
objecting to this provision. I do not see
any reason why we should change it
Now.

In the second place, there is good rea-
son for it. The workers do not have the
privilege of striking against the Gov-
ernment. In all cases in which time
study has been in operation it has been
abused. If the Army or the Navy should
ask for this system, or if the Department
of Defense should ask for it, and show
good reason why the restriction should
not be in the law, there might be some
reason for us to discuss it; but I see no
reason to discuss it at this time.

Mr. President, I hope the rule can be
suspended, so that the long-time prac-
tice, which has been so satisfactory and
which has resulted in such great effi-
ciency in the production record of those
who work for the Government in navy
yards and military establishments, may
not be impaired. I think it would have
a serious psychological effect on the
production record. I hope the Senate
will suspend the rule, in order that we
may place in the bill a provision which
has been in every Naval Establishment
bill since 1916, and which has worked
very satisfactorily.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President,
granting the point of view expressed by
the Senators from Washington as to
the experience of the Navy, I submit that
there is no experience of the Navy what-
soever which warrants the extension of
the same principle to the Army and the
Air Force. I do not understand this en-
deavor to extend it to the Army and the
Air Force, because on work done for the
Army and for the Air Force, and work
done by the Army in its arsenals, time
study has been in use for many years.
Why cut it off now? What is behind
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this effort? I should like to inquire
whether this amendment was inserted at
the request of the armed services.
Where did it come from? Echo answers
“Where?”

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FLANDERS. 1 yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I can answer that
question. It was put in because there
has been a feeling that the labor prac-
tice of the Government in its military es-
tablishments where civilians are em-
ployed should be of a uniform nature,
and that the same rule should apply to
them all. That is all that is attempted
by this amendment.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr., President, I
could bring witnesses to a hearing to
show that time study has been in very
sucecessful use in Army arsenals. It has
been successful and satisfactory both to
the Government and fo the employees.
I certainly will not by my vote or by my
voice in any way seek to extend the
Navy practice to other branches of the
Government, as is attempted at this time.
I doubt whether the armed services
themselves asked for this amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. FLANDERS. 1 yield.

Mr. LONG. Was the Senator present
at the time conferences were held by a
subcommittee of the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee on ways and
means of improving efficiency in the
Federal service, when Mr, Sorenson, of
the Army, explained that in some cases,
by time studies, an increase in produc-
tion of as much as one-third was brought
about? The studies were for the pur-
pose of determining how best to increase
production and reduce costs. In many
cases the employees have been most co-
operative in this program.

Did the Senator hear further testi-
mony along that line, which showed that
in some cases a study of how bright a
light should be to obtain the best pro-
duection resulted in the workers produc-
ing a great deal more? In the last anal-
¥sis, the result was arrived at because
someone was studying how to get better
production from a plant.

Mr. FLANDERS. I remember very
well indeed the testimony referred to by
the Senator from Louisiana, and I am
glad to have him refresh my memory on
it. It leads to one further thought, and
that is that in the minds of those who
have had no experience with time study
and are not familiar with it in their
business, and have not been in day-to-
day contact with it, there arises a very
fallacious notion as to what time study is.

The most effective time study is not a
matter of speeding up. “Speed up” is
not the name for modern scientific time
study. It consists almost entirely of
making work easier, and training the
operator to make his work as easy as
possible. The result is higher output
with less physical stress and strain. That
has been the final result of the time
study which has been going on in Amer-
ican industry for the past generation.
It has resulted in easier work, higher
production, and higher wages. Now we
are asked to throw all that away, and
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apply this restriction to two new
branches of the Government which have
never had to work under it before.

I trust that the Senate will sustain

the point of order, and that we shall not

take this backward step.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. FLANDERS. 1 yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So far as I am
concerned, this amendment was put in
for the Naval Establishment on my mo-
tion. I did it because for 2 years I was
the chairman of the subcommittee of
the Appropriations Committee handling
Navy appropriations.

As the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Maenuson] has said, this restriction has
been in Navy appropriation bills since
1916. I have no particular desire to see
it extended. If the rule is suspended, I
shall he perfecily willing to have it con-
fined to the Naval Establishment, which
has been working under this provision
since 1916.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course the Sen-
ator from Vermont is correct. The
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa would extend this principle to all
departments of defense. But if the rule
is not suspended and the amendment is
not adopted, it means that the Navy
practice, which I contend has been very
satisfactory so far as the Navy, the
workers, and everyone else involved is
concerned, will not be available to the
Navy. Inefiect, we shall be repealing a
practice which has been in effect since
1916. I do nof think that is fair to the
Navy. The Navy has no objection what-
soever to this restriction. If the other
two branches have some objection to it,
surely the Navy should be allowed to
continue & practice which has been found
satisfactory since 1916.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I merely
wish to say that if it has been necessary
to put this provision into the appropria-
tion bills for 16 years, the time has come
to stop it. If this provision is to be made
applicable to present-day conditions,

_then it seems to me it should be done by

independent legislative enactment; it
should not come up every year on an
appropriation bill, without considera-
tion, without opportunity for the hear-
ings which should be given to straight
legislation.

So it seems to me the motion to sus-
pend the rule should be rejected.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Mr.
President, the Appropriations Commit-
tee is not a legislative committee; but
the records will show that more legisla-
tion comes from the Appropriations
Committees of the House and Senate
than from all other committees of the
Congress.

The Navy appropriation bill for years
has carried this provision. Since we
now have concentrated our Military Es-
tablishment under one head, we no
longer have a Navy appropriation bill
as such. This bill is both a Navy appro-
priation bill, an Army appropriation biil,
and an Air Force appropriation bill. So,
in order to give the Navy what it has had
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all these years, it is necessary to include
the limitation in this bill.

Also let me say that I do not see how
there can be any real objection to this
amendment, because it applies mostly, so
far as the Army and Air Force are con-
cerned, to garages, repair shops, and big
military depots. There is one in my
State, a very large institution known as
Tinker Field. It is just a big airplane
garage; that is all it really is. FPlanes,
are brought there and are torn down and
are tested. If a part is found to be de-
fective, it is thrown out, and a new part
is substituted. Of course, a stop watch
cannot be used on such activities, Stop
wetches are used on mass production.
There may be some mass production in
the Navy, for the production of precision
instruments, and similar items; but the
situation in the Army and the Air Force
does not lend itself to the application of
mass production. So, in my opinion,
this amendment would do no harm if it
is included in this bill.

Of course, if the rule is not suspended,
this provision will go out of the bill; but
then the Navy will not have all it has had
all these years.

Mr. LONG. There was a question
about how bright a light should be in or-
der to permit of the most efficient work:
The only way to determine that guestion
was by timing or checking the men’s pro-
duction under, first, a dim light, and
then, later, a bright light.

Does the Senator see anything wrong
or harmful in timing;, under such ecir-
cumstances, to see how much production
is obtained when men are working under
bright lights, as contrasted with the pro-
duction when they are working under
dim lights.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.
nothing objectionable to that.

Mr. LONG. Yet that would be illegal,
under this provision, for the Army, the
Navy, and the Air Force, to make such
studies.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr, Pres-
ident, let me say that question arose as
to the source of this amendment. I am
glad to state that it was suggested by
Mr. N. P. Alifas, president and  district
representative of District Lodge 44, Na-
tional Association of Machinists. Let
me state who he is. He has been around
Washington for a long time. I know he
was here before 1934, because in 1934
he came to me with a little, simple
amendment about 2 inches long. He said
it would apply only to arsenals; that is
all he intended it to apply to. The
amendment proposed the establishment
of a 40-hour week.

I thought it would be a good idea to
give it a test, so I submitted his amend-
ment to the legislative bill which at that
time was being handled by the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typixnes]l. The
Senator from Maryland did not know ex-
actly what the amendment meant, and I
did not know too much about it, either,
in view of what it has turned out fo be.
But I asked the Senator from Maryland
to accept the amendment and take it to
conference; and he did so. In the con-
ference, it was accepted. That little pro-
vision of law, adopted to the 1934 hill, has
become the cornerstone of the entire
working movement in the United Btates,

I see
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although at that time it was intended,
as I thought, to apply only to the Navy.
Later it was applied to the entire Naval
Establishment, and later the principle
has been made applicable to all Federal
employees, even those in the Civil Serv-
ice. Not only that but even the private
industries are now working under the 40-

hour week, and only recently the railroad -

brotherhoods made contracts with the
railroads of the United States, and the
40-hour week is the basis of those con-
tracts.

When Mr. Alifas suggested that
amendment, I do not believe he knew its
future., Certainly I did not. But I have
no apology to make for offering it, back
in 1934.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish to associ-
ate myself with what the Senator has
said.

At this point I should like to read from
an article by Douglas Smith, appearing
in the Scripps-Howard newspapers. The
article says in part:

Mr. Alifas is credited by Appropriations
Committee Chairman ELMeErR THOMAS, Demo-
crat, Oklahoma, with being the author of
the original 40-hour-week law, in 1934.

An amendment to a Government appropri-
ations bill that year written by Mr, Alifas
and offered by Senator THoMas, “had more
far-reaching effect than the sponsor dreamed
of when it was introduced,” the Senator said.
The amendment provided for the 40-hour
week only in certain Government arsenals,
he recalled, but it led to the extension of the
40-hour week to the entire Government and
to practically all American industry.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr, Pres-
ident, I have not seen that article, but
my recollection coincides with the state-
ments contained in the article, as read
by the Senator from Washington.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I believe I
should address myself briefly to this sub-
ject, because as chairman of a subcom-
mittee on classification in the Federal
service, I made substantial study of this
subject. We have been attempting to
obtain more efficiency in the Govern-
ment. We proposed bonuses and pay
raises for supervisors and employers who
could reduce the costs of the Govern-
ment’s work., That was one of the rec-
ommendations of the Hoover Com-
mission.

Title X of the classification bill would
permit us to reward persons whose ef-
forts resulted in saving the Government,
money.

So far as the stop-watch proposal is
concerned, I do not believe it would be
particularly harmful if applied only to
the Navy as it has been applied in the
past; but I would dislike seeing it ap-
pliea beyond that point. I say that be-
causz with good management and good
production methods by our workers, it is
possible for either the Army, the Navy,
or anyone else to get good production
from labor. Let me give an example of
that. I know of two men who are run-
ning a small plant producing Venetian
blinds. One man was very good at or-
ganizing the plant; although he was
usually a salesman, yet at one time while
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the other man was away for a while, the
man who usually was a salesman reor-
ganized the plant. He found where the
bottlenecks were; and as a result of his
studies and reorganization, he increased
the production of the plant by 50 per-
cent, but without causing anyone to work
harder than he had worked before. The
employees were even better satisfied than
they formerly were; and because of the
inereased production the employer was
able to give the employees raises in pay.
However, all that would have been out-
lawed under the proposal we are now
discussing insofar as it would involve the
use of a stop watch and a time study.

I have been told by Mr. Sorenson, of
the Army, that in their studies they have
sometimes, by studying how to save time
and expense, been able to cut costs in
half. Witnesses before our subcom-
mittee have stated that in many cases,
simply by studying how to obtain more
production, greater and greater efficiency
has resulted. For instance, a group was
making an efficiency study, and in the
course of the study the group went to
one plant and made tests on the bright-
ness of the lights used. Those who made
the tests found that by making the lights
brighter and brighter, they obtained
more and more production. Then they
began testing what would happen if the
lights were made dimmer, They found
that although the iights next were made
dimmer, and subsequently even dimmer,
and so forth, production continued to in-
crease and increase., Finally they found
that the brightness of the lights had
nothing at all to do with the amount of
production. The mere fact that the em-
ployees knew someone was taking an in-
terest in the work they were doing was
causing them to do much more work than
they previously had done.

Certainly that is a good indication of
the fact that if the Government makes
studies of how to obtain better produc-
tion, better production will be obtained
in many cases. I am somewhat fearful
we may be passing a law against
efficiency.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Louisiana yield to the
Senator from Washington?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. There is, of course,
nothing to prevent the Government from
making production time studies now.
The proposed prohibition is a specific
one. It relates to the old stop-watch
technique. What the Senator says is
true, but what does the Senator think
the reason has been for the amendment
being in the Navy appropriation bills for
over 30 years? The reason for it is that,
prior to the prohibition, there was always
some naval officer—and I know them
well—in navy yards who abused the priv-
ilege of firing men. Those officers used
the stop watch in order to find an eXcuse
for firing a man who might come to work
not feeling well, or whose work did not
come up to the standard of the man
working beside him. It was an abuse
of the method. The Navy has been get-
ting along with this prohibition for some
30 years past, The prohibition is de-
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signed to protect the worker from abuse.
Men who work for the Government do
not have recourse to the strike. There
is always some Regular officer of the
Navy or of the Army who wants to em=
ploy the military technique on a civilian
worker., If the prohibition is removed
there will be more trouble in getting pro-
duction in the navy yards. The prohibi-
tion is to protect the worker from abuse.
No one can abuse a civilian more than
someone wearing brass, who thinks he
knows how to get more work out of him.

Mr. LONG. I may say to the Senator,
with all due deference to the Army, the
Navy, and the Air Force, that during the
time I spent in the Navy I had more rest
than at any other time in my entire life.
[Laughter.]

Mr. MAGNUSON. If the Senator will
yield, I mdy say the Senator was not
around where I was in the Navy, or he
would not have had any rest. But we are
talking about civilian employees, who
have no recourse. They cannot strike,
The best they can do is to have a griev-
ance commitiee call upon some admiral
in the Nayvy or some captain who is run=-
ning the Army.

Mr. LONG. I realize the problem. I
certainly am personally opposed to any
kind of stretch-out or speed-up system
or the overworking of anyone. I believe
we should take every possible precaution
to see that there is no excess overtime,
that no one is raade to work too hard,
and that we should listen to representa-
tives of the employees, who complain
they are working too hard, anyway. I
do not see that there is any great imme-
diate danger. I may say that although I
do not believe in outlawing this business
of standing by with a stop wateh, forcing
a man to do more and more work, I nev-
ertheless, would vote against if, if that is
what it amounts to. However, this
amendment goes beyond the stop watch.
It also says, “or other time-measuring
device a time study of any job of any
such employee between the starting and
completion thereof.” It goes beyond any
matter of the stop watch. It would be
impossible even to check up on a man’s
daily production. It is my belief we can
promote greater efficiency over a period
of time if we give the Army, the Navy,
and the Air Force a chance to make
studies. If it is desired to confine this
to the Navy, I should be willing to go
along. But so far as broadening it to
tell the Army they cannot conduct time
studies in the interest of greater effi-
ciency, I would point out that I have had
no complaint from any worker either in
the Army or in the Air Force. Unless
someone can prove that time studies are
heing abused, I do not feel that we should
interfere.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma to suspend para-
graph 4 of rule XVI, for the purpose of
offering an amendment to which the
Chalr previously sustained a point of or-
der that it was legislation,

Mr. TAFT, I suggest the absence of
8 quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sccre-
tary will call the roll.
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The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Cain Humphrey Maybank
Chapman Ives Morsze
Connally Johnson, Colo. Robertson
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Donnell Kerr Sparkman
Douglas Kllgore Taft

Flanders KEnowland Thomas, Okla,
George Long Thomas, Utah
Glllette Lucas Vandenberg
Gurney MeClellan Wherry

Hill McFarland Wiley
Holland Willlams

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
not present, The Secretary will call the
names of the absent Senators.

The Chief Clerk called the names of
the absent Senators.

Mr. Byrp, Mr. HAYpEN, Mr. HENDRICK =
soN, Mr. MaeNuson, Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr.
MunpT, Mr. MURRAY, Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mrs,
Smte of Maine, Mr, StENNIs, and Mr.
Tavior entered the Chamber and an-
swered to their names.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
not present.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I move
that the Sergeant at Arms be directed
to request the attendance of absent Sen-
ators.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion
is not debatable. The question is on
agreeing to the mption of the Senator
from Illinois.

The motion was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser-
geant at Arms will execute the order of
the Senate.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I want
the Recorp to show that I was not in-
tending to debate the motion. I thought
while I was on my feet I might be recog-
nized. I was going to propose a unani-
mous-consent request before the vote
was taken, to see whether it would be
accepted without having a further
gquorum call. ;

The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of
no quorum having been made, no debate
or business is in order while that status
is in existence.

The Sergeant at Arms has been in-
structed to notify absent Senators to
appear,

After a little delay, Mr. WITHERS, Mr.
Frear, Mr. Young, Mr. WATKINS, Mr.
MaLoNE, Mr. PeppEr, Mr. EcroNn, Mr.
Hory, and Mr. Kem entered the Cham-
ber and answered to their names.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, if I may have the attention of
the Senate for a moment, I shall submit

" for the consideration of the Senate what

I propose.

If the rule shall be suspended, I shall

. suggest and propose that the section be
! modified as follows, on the first line on
| page 96, after the word “employee” and
‘ before the semicolon, strike out the
. words “of the Department of Defense”
and insert “within the Department of

‘the Navy”, and on line 5 strike out the
| words “United States Government” and
| insert “the Department of the Navy.”
| The Senate has already agreed to the
amendment offered by the Senator from

Louisiana [Mr. Long] to strike out cer-
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tain words beginning on line 9 and end-
ing on line 14,

Mr. President, that will limit the force
of the amendment to the Navy, to make
the law the same as it has been for all
these years, in the event it is agreeable to
the Senate,

Mr. MAYBANEK., Mr. President, this
amendment was proposed by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SartoNsTALL] and myself, fol-
lowing the precedent in many naval ap-
propriation bills which have been before
the Senate. It was not our intention to
have the amendment apply other than
to the navy yards, as in the case of the
usual naval amendment which has been
adopted by the Senate on many occa-
sions.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr, President,
that is my understanding.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion to suspend
the rules. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the roll will be called.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll, and Mr. Byrp voted in the nega-
tive when his name was called,

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, a parlia-
mentary inguiry.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Both Sena-
tors from Illinois have parliamentary in-
quiries to propound. The senior Senator
from Illinois will propound his inquiry
first.

Mr. LUCAS. Did I understand the
Chair correctly to say that the yeas and
nays had been ordered?

The VICE PRESIDENT. They were
previously ordered, before the quorum
call, Does the junior Senator from
Illinois desire to propound an inquiry?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I was unable to hear
the colloquy between my colleague and
the Vice President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The senior
Senator from Illinois asked if the yeas
and nays had been previously ordered,
and the Chair replied in the affirmative,

Mr. DOUGLAS. What is the motion
before the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion
is on the part of the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. THoMAS] to suspend the rule
to make in order the amendment which
was declared out of order. The clerk
will proceed with the roll eall.

The legislative clerk resumed and con-
cluded the call of the roll.

Mr. LUCAS. Iannounce that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON],
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
LaND], the Senators from Rhode Island
[Mr. GREEN and Mr, LeanY], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr.JoHNsTON], the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER],
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
MyEers], and the Senators from Maryland
[Mr. O'Conor and Mr. Typings] are
absent on public business.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez], the Senator from California
[Mr. DownEy], the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLBricHT], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. McMaHON], the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. MILLER],
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'MaroONEY] are necessarily absent.
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The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL-
LENDER] is absent on official business.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
GranaMm] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on public business.

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Huntl is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
Carran] and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL] are absent by leave of the
Senate.

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
NeeLy] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
McManon] and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MYERs] are paired on this
vote with the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLerigHT]. If present and voting,
the Senators from Connecticut and
Pennsylvania would vote “yea,’” and the
Senator from Arkansas would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr,
GRrReEN] and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NEELY] are paired on this vote
with the Senator from Iowa [Mr, Hick-
Enroorer]. If present and voting, the
Senators from Rhode Island and West
Virginia would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Iowa would vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from New York [Mr.
DuirrEs], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Fercuson], the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Lobgel, and the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. ToBeyl are
absent by leave of the Senate. If pres-.
ent and voting, the Senator from Michi- |
gan [Mr. FercUsoN] would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW-
sTer], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Brickerl, the Senator from New Hamp- |
shire [Mr. Bringes], the senior Senator
from Indiana [Mr, CAPEHART], the junior ,
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], and g
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] |
are necessarily absent. '

The Senator from Connecticut Mr, !
Barpwin] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business. |

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, |
MarTIN] is absent on official business. |

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. |
ArrEN] and the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. BurLEr] are absent by leave of the |
Senate, and they have a general pair.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lancer], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. |
REED], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr, !
SwmrTH], and the Senator from Wisconsin!
[Mr. McCarTHY] are detained on official |
business. !

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN=-
LoorER], who is detained on official busl-l
ness, is paired with the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. GrREeN] and the Sen-!
ator from West Virginia [Mr. Neery].!
If present and voting, the Senator from '
Iowa would vote “nay,” and the Senator|
from West Virginia and the Senator,
from Rhode Island would each vote “yea.”,

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 23,
nays 33, as follows:

YEAS—23
Cordon Lucas Robertson
Hayden McFarland Saltonstall
Hill McEellar Sparkman
Humphrey Magnuson Taylor
Ives Maybank -Thomas, Okla,
Johnson, Colo. Morse Thomas, Utah
Kilgore Murray Withers v
Enowland Pepper



NAYS—33
Byrd Gurney Mundt
Cain Hendrickson Schoeppel -
Chapman Hoey Smith, Maine
Connally Holland Stennis
Donnell Johnson, Tex, Taft
Douglas Kem Vandenberg
Ecton Eerr Watkins
Flanders Long Wherry
Frear McClellan Wiley
George Malone Williams
Glllette Millikin Young
NOT VOTING—40

Aiken Fulbright Martin
Anderson Graham Miller
Baldwin Green Myers
Brewster Hickenlooper Neely
Bricker Hunt O'Conor
Bridges Jenner O'Mzhoney
Butler Johnston, S. C. Reed
Capehart Kefauver Russell
Chavez Langer Bmith, N. J.

Leahy Thye
Dulles Lodge Tobey
Eastland MceCarran Tydings
Ellender McCarthy
Ferguson McMahon

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this
question the yeas are 23, the nays 33.
Less than two-thirds of the Senators
present having voted in the affirmative,
the motion is rejected.

The Secretary will state the next com-
mittee amendment.

The next amendment was, on page 97,
after line 4, to insert a new section 631,
as follows:

Sec. 631. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this act shall be used directly or
indirectly, except for temporary employment
in case of emergency, for the payment of any
civilian for services rendered by him on the
Canal Zone while occupying a skilled, techni-
cal, clerical, administrative, executive, or
supervisory position unless such person is a
citizen of the United States of America or of

. the Republic of Panama: Provided, however,

(1) That, notwithstanding the provision in
the act approved August 11, 1039 (53 Stat,
1409), limiting employment in the above-
mentioned positions to citizens of the United

' States from and after the date of approval

of ‘sald act, citizens of Panama may he em-
ployed in such positions; (2) that at no
t{ime shall the number of Panamanian citi-
zens employed in the above-mentioned posi-
tions exceed the number of citizens of the
United States so employed, if United States
citizens are avallable in, continental United
States or on the Canal Zone; (3) that noth-
ing in this act shall prohibit the continued
employment of any person who shall have
rendered 15 or more years of faithful and
honorable service on the Canal Zone; (4) that
in the selection of personnel for gkilled, tech=
nical, administrative, clerical, supervisory,
or executive positions, the controlling factors
in filling these positions shall be efficiency,
experience, training, and education; (5) that
gll citizens of Panama and the United States
rendering skilled, technieal, clerical, admin=-
istrative, executive, or supervisory service on
the Canal Zone under the terms of this act

' (a) shall normally be employed not more

than 40 hours per week, (b) may receive as
compensation equal rates of pay based upon
rates paid for similar employment In conti-
nental United States plus 25 percent; (6)
this entire section shall apply only to.per=
sons employed in skilled, technical, clerical,
administrative, executive, or supervisory po-
gitions on the Canal Zone directly or indi-
rectly by any branch of the United States
Government or by any corporation or coms
pany whose stock is owned wholly or in part

' by the United States Government: Provided
| further, That the President may suspend
from time to time In whole or in part com-
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pliance with this section in time of war or
national emergency if he should deem such
course to be In the public interest.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 98,
after line 20, to insert a new section
632, as follows:

BSec. 632. The powers and duties vested
In the Secretaries of the Army and the Navy
with respect to civil-service employees of
their departments by section 3 of the act
of December 17, 1942 (56 Stat. 1063), shall,
during the current fiscal year, be vested also
in the Secretary of Defense with respect to
civil-service employees of all agencies of the
National Military Establishment other than
the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Alr
Force, and In the Secretary of the Air Force
with respect to civil-service employees of the
Department of the Air Force, The provi-
sions of section 6 of the act of August 24,
1912 (37 Stat. 555), shall not apply to any
civil-service employees with regard to whom
the powers granted in this section are exer-
cised: Provided, That nothing in this section
shall repeal or modify any existing powers
and duties of the Secretary of Defense, the
Secretary of the Navy, the Secretary of the
Army or the Secretary of the Air Force
under section 3 of the act of December 17,
1942 (56 Stat, 1063).

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 99,
after line 14, to insert a new section 633,
as follows:

Sec. 633. No funds herein appropriated
ghall be available to pay for the services
or support of personnel enlisted after enact-
ment of this appropriation act under the
provisions of section 4 (g) of the Selective
Service Act of 1048 (Public Law 759, BOth
Cong.).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, I hope
Senators will kindly stay pretty close to
the Senate Chamber, because there may
be other votes taken before we finish our
work for today. I have agreed that the
Senate finish action on amendments in
the bill this evening with the exception
of the controversial amendment which
is to be offered by the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCrLeELian] on Monday
next. I hope it will not be necessary
to send the Sergeant at Arms after some
of my good brothers in the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the next committee
amendment.

The next amendment was, on page 99,
line 20, to change the section number
from “629" to ""634.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I of-
fer an amendment on page 99, between
lines 19 and 20.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is an
individual floor amendment and is not
in order until the committee amend-
ments have been acted upon.

The Secretary will state the next com-
mittee amendment.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Title VII—Reduction in ap-
propriations,” on page 99, after line 23,
to strike out section 701, as follows:

Sec. 701, Amounts avallable to the Depart-
ment of the Navy from appropriations and

other funds are hereby reduced in the sums
hereinafter set forth, such sums to be car-
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ried to the surplus fund and covered into
the Treasury upon approval of this act:

Repair facilities, Navy, $21,448429;

Naval procurement fund, $150,000,000 to
be derived from amounts advanced to such
fund for the purpose of settlement of war
contracts under the Contract Settlement Act
of 1044,

And in lieu thereof to insert the fol-
lowing:

Sec. T01. Amounts available from sppro=
priations and other funds, and contract au=
thority, are hereby reduced in the sums here-
inafter set forth, such sums (except confract
authority) to be carried to the surplus fund
and covered into the Treasury immediately
upon the approval of this act except as
otherwise indicated:

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Repair facilities, Navy, $21 448 439;

Naval procurement fund, $150,000,000 to
be derived from amounts advanced to such
fund for the purpose of settlement of war
contracts under the Contract Settlement Act
of 1944,

TREASURY DEPARTMENT

Strategic and critical materials (unfi-
nanced contract authority), #275,000,000,
(Second Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1949;
Treasury and Post Office Departments Ap-
propriation Act, 1950.)

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 101,
after line 2, to insert a new section.
702, as follows:

BEC. T02. The aggregate amount appropri-
ated by the various appropriation items con-
tained in titles II, III, IV, and V of this act
is hereby reduced by $433,968,611. The Sec-
retary of Defense 1s authorized and directed:
to determine and to certify to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget, and the Committees
on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives, on or before Jan-
uary 1, 1950, which of such appropriation
items shall be reduced and the amount that
each shall be reduced in order to effectuate
such reduction of $433,968,611. Each appro~-
priation item specified by the Secretary of:
Defense in his certification s hereby reduced
by the amount of reduction specified by him
with respect to such item in such certifica-
tion; and the Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to make the neces-
sary entries on the books of the Treasury
to reflect such reductions. In determining
which appropriation items shall be reduced
under the authority of this section and the
amount of reduction in any such item, the
Secretary of Defense shall be guided solely
by the consideration that the aggregate
amount appropriated to the National Mili-
tary Establishment by this act should be
available for expenditure for such purposes
as will afford the utmost national security
which can be obtained by the expenditure
of such amount.

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is one
committee amendment on page 14 which
was passed over earlier in the day, in
which the Senator from Wisconsin is
interested.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I offer
an amendment for myself, the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. AixeEx], the Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY],
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl,
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE],
and the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Witners], which I send to the desk and
ask to have stated.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. On page 15,
line 12, under the heading “Subsistence
of the Army,” it is proposed at the end
of the paragraph to change the semi-
colon to a colon and add the following:
“Provided further, That none of the
money appropriated in this act shall be
used for the purchase of oleomargarine
or butter substitutes for other than cook-
ing purposes, except to supply an ex-
pressed preference therefor or for use
where climatic or other conditions ren-
der the use of butter impracticable.”

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I think
my fellow members will bear in mind
that for the last 8 months I have very sel-
dom taken the floor. I have been con-
sistently present in the Senate Chamber,
of course, except on one or two occasions
when I was in my State.

In connection with this particular
asmendment it is necessary to recite a
little history, from which I think Sen-
ators will then understand very clearly
what is involved. The Army appropri-
ation bills beginning with Public Law
718 of the Seventy-first Congress—re-
member that—covering the fiscal year
ending June 1932, have contained the
proviso I am now asking to have ap-
pended to this bill. The proviso was
eliminated by the subcommittee on the
Armed Services of the House Appropri-
ations Committee, and in my humble
opinion it should be restored for three
reasons. I shall state them very suc-
cinetly and I trust I shall have the aft-
tention of the Senate.

First, the elimination of this proviso
would cost the Government money, I
want to demonstrate that fact to the
Senate. Day after day I have listened
to arguments by my colleagues, who rep-
resent different sections and different
interests—the water-power interests,and
so on. I am speaking today on behalf of
the Government, the Treasury of the
United States. The adoption of this
proviso would save the Government
money. There would be no saving to the
Government through the substitution of
oleomargarine for butter in the diet of
the armed forces. On the contrary,
probakly a net loss would be involved,
inasmuch as the Government is already
supporting the price of butter at 59 cents
a pound until September 1, and there-
after until December 31 at 62 cents a
pour d.

Through July 20 the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation had purchased approxi-
mately 10,000,000 pounds of butter. The
amount has now increased to about 30,-
000,000 pounds, which is the amount the
armed forces would need. It is estimated
that because of the increase in the armed
forces, the armed forces will use this year
approximately 42,000,000 pounds. If
half of this volume were to be shifted to
oleo, an ostensible saving of approxi-
mately $10,000,000 would seem to result.
Actually the Department of Agriculture
would have to purchase the additional
volume of butter represented by the re-
duction in demand on the part of the
armed forces. It would be a case of sav-
ing with one hand while spending with
the other, The over-all cost to the Gov-
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ernment would merely be increased by
the additional amount expended on oleo-
margarine.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILEY. I prefer not to yield at
this time, unless it is for some special
purpose.

Mr. MAYBANEK. TUnless I misunder-
stood the Senator, he stated that it
would cost the armed services more to
buy oleo.

Mr. WILEY. I did not say that.

Mr. MAYBANK, I beg the Senator’s
pardon.

Mr. WILEY. I said the Government
now has on hand practically the allot-
ment which the armed forces need,
namely, 42,000,000 pounds. The Gov-
ernment has had to buy it, and it is
available. .

The second point is that the butter
proviso specifically permits the use of
oleomargarine as an edible spread in the
armed forces where there is an express
preference for it; but there is no record
of an express preference of any signifi-
cance. On the contrary, tests made by
the Navy show that only 2.79 of the men
prefer oleo, while an average of 83.70
percent prefer butter.

It will be remembered that last year
the oleo interests put on a big campaign
on which they spent approximately $6,-
000,000. At that time the campaign was
based upon the oleo tax. That is not
involved in this issue. The butter inter-
ests, represented by some 6,000,000
farmers, have said, “Take the tax off.
But we will not concede, without a fight,
that oleo should have the color of butter,
and that a fraud should be committed.”
So the tax is not involved.

Mr. President, this year, because 83.70
percent of the men in the Navy preferred
it, butter was served to them. We talk
shout the “b percenters.” Six million
dollars has been spent to fool the Ameri-
can people. We had an avalanche of
letters based upon the assumption that
the 10-percent taX meant an increase in
the price of oleo to the consuming public.
That mirage was effective. But when
the American people were told that that
was not the issue, that color was the
issue, and that we did not believe in per-
mitting a fraud of that character, they
began to wake up. They saw instance
after instance in the States in which
colored oleo was permitted to be sold at
the same price as butter. There have
been instances of the appropriate de-
partment of Government having to take
steps to protect the public interest in
relation to butterine, and other similar
products.

Supplying good food to the troops has
always been a prime objective of the
Quartermaster General. The substitu-
tion of inferior products against the ex-
press wishes of the men is damaging to
troop morale.

I have not yet reached the point of
discussing the 6,000,000 farmers. I am
talking about the men in the service who
have expressed their wish. I am also
talking about the “5 percenters,” who
spent $6,000,000 to bring pressure on the
Congress.
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For the first time since 1932, it has
been decided to take a crack at the dairy
industry. After having voted tremen-
dous sums in behalf of other interests,
including flood control, and Navy plants
up and down the east coast, we now find
the oleomargarine group, represented by
approximately 30 production plants,
making vast sums of money, and having
available large amounts to influence the
thinking of the American people. For
some reason or other, for the first time
since 1932, they are saying that this mar-
ket belongs to them, because the men in
the Navy want oleomargarine. They
want to feed the boys in the Navy oleo-
margarine.

That would mean that that much of
the market for butter would be gone. It
would mean that the Government would
have to step in and maintain the price.
Although having 40,000,000 pounds on
hands, the Government would be buying
more butter to maintain the price.

The Quartermaster General of the
Army recently said:

It is not considered advisable at this time
to substitute oleo in the place of butter for
troop feeding.

Admiral Joseph F. Farley, Comman-
dant of the United States Coast Guard,
has declared:

I am of the opinion that substitution of
margarine for butter in the service diet would
not be generally pleasing to the men, result-
ing in discontent.

Because all the services are having dif-
ficulty in attracting recruits, every in-
ducement must be made to point out the
attractive features of service life. The
butter proviso merely maintains the
home customs and diet preferences of
the men in the armed forces. Members
of the armed forces are used to butter.
They want butter, and they are entitled
to butter. It is not fair to them to force
a substitute upon them. Remember, we
are having trouble getting recruits.

Some of my brethren may say, “Of
course, he is speaking for his own State
of Wisconsin.” I am proud to speak for
the State, but I invite the attention of
Senators to the fact that while Wiscon-
sin is the greatest milk-producing State
in the Union, only 3 percent of our milk
goes into butter. I am likewise thinking
of Minnesota, Iowa, Nebraska, and the
Dakotas, and what the effect on those
States would be.

The oleomargarine industry is selling
about 1,000,000,000 pounds through vari-
ous methods. That leaves 1,400,000,000
for the butter market. I am thinking
what it would mean if that market were
stolen and there were taken from the
land the greatest fertilizing agent known,
namely, the dairy cow. If we reduce the
herds in the Middle West we shall see the
time when the land will become unpro-
ductive. In my own State, starting in
the early 1800's, we produced a great deal
of wheat. From that time until the
1850's we produced between 18,000,000
and 20,000,000 bushels of wheat for a
few people. But it sapped the fertility of
the land, and the wheatfields moved
north. The land became unfertile.

Then the Scandinavians, Germans,
and Swiss moved into that State. They
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were dairy people. They started with
their cows, and they brought back the
fertility of the soil. Today the State of
Wisconsin is like the Garden of Eden.
Now a serious attempt is being made to
reverse that situation. Artificial ferti-
lizers will never give to the soil what cows
give in the form of natural fertilizer. -

I have stated what the elimination of
this proviso will cost the Government.
If oleomargarine is substituted for but-
ter in the Navy diet, the cost might
amount to a considerable sum. I also
have said that diet is most important to
both the health and the morale of those
who serve in the armed forces. I have
pointed out that 83.7 percent of the men
in the Navy want to have butter served
to them. However, somehow or other,
they no longer get butter. The very
power that spent $6,000,000 last year,
and still is spending vast sums of money,
in an attempt to fool the public, has ar-
ranged, somehow or other, to have elim-
inated from the Military Establishment
appropriation bill the provision which
has been contained in previous appro-
priation bills of this sort since 1932.

My third point is that in the face of
the farm-price recession butter has be-
come more important than ever to the
dairy farmers. On this point, Mr. Presi-
dent, I speak for the farmer. Hereto-
fore I have spoken of this matter from
the standpoint of the Treasury Depart-
ment, from the standpoint of the veteran,
or from the standpoint of those who now
are in the armed forces. But at this
point I speak from the standpoint of the
group of people in my State who never
have asked for help from the Govern-
ment, but have built up and developed a
splendid economy on lands which for-
merly were forest lands.

Mr. President, the volume of fluid milk
eonsumed in this country is showing a
tendency to decline. As a result, the pro-
duction of butter, the balance wheel of
the dairy industry, during the first 4
months of this year was more than 20
percent above the production of a year
ago. Yesterday I read in the newspapers
that in my own State of Wisconsin more
and more milk is being used to make
butter and cheese.

Now we are faced with an attempt to
take away our butter market. The peo-
ple of my section of the country have
contributed billions of dollars in taxes
which have been used in great part to
build up the Mississippi area. They
never have asked for anything in return,
but now they are asking fo be treated
fairly.

As I have said, Mr. President, an in-
creasing amount of milk is being used in
this country for the production of but-
ter. Butier storage stocks increased rap-
idly during June; and on July 2, the to-
tal holdings approximated 114,000,000
pounds in the 35 principal cities. This
figure is more than double that of last
year, and is considerably higher than the
figure for the average for the past 5
years. Dairy farmers have had to take
large price reductions already this year.
Politically and economically, there is no
justification for speeding the spiral of
agricultural depression by deleting the
butter proviso from the Military Estab-
lishment appropriation bill, There is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

every reason for restoring the proviso to
the bill.

As I previously stated, Mr. President,
the proviso which my amendment seeks
to restore to the Military Establishment
appropriation bill has been a part of
every Army appropriation bill since the
Seventy-first Congress first enacted it 18
years ago. It is a proviso which is dis-
tinctly for the good of the service from a
morale-building standpoint. Butter has
always been the table spread in the
armed services. The proviso is an af-
firmative declaration of that fact and
was inserted in the Army appropriation
bill when the first attempts were made
by the oleomargarine interests to lower
this traditional standard.

At that time, in 1931, butter was sell-
ing below the cost of production. The
Army was using about 4,000,000 pounds
of butter a year, and it also had pur-
chased some 500,000 pounds of oleo.
There were complaints from soldiers that
they were not getting their fair share of
butter. They wrote to their parents,
and their parents wrote to their Con-
gressmen. The proviso, which we now
are seeking to restore to the Military
Establishment appropriation bill, was
introduced as an amendment by Repre-
sentative MERLIN HuLL, and was passed
by the House.

‘When the bill reached the Senate, the
amendment had been stricken by the
Senate committee. Senator Blaine, of
Wisconsin, charged that the officers’
messes were getting an adequate supply
of butter, but that the enlisted men were
being discriminated against. He told
the Senate that he had eaten at both
officers’ and enlisted men’s messes. Re-
ferring to butter, he said, “It was the
most precious thing in the mess; and the
man who could get at the butter plate
first was the fortunate man in the en-
listed men’s mess. The butter proviso
was adopted by the Senate by a vote of
45 to 22.

This butter proviso, enacted in 1931,
has not been seriously threatened until
in recent years, when those interested
in expanding the use of the substitute
apparently gained increased influence.
Last year the proviso was deleted from
the Military Establishment appropria-
tion bill on the floor of the Senate on
a motion by the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. ForericHT]. There was practically
no discussion. There was no roll-call
vote. The comments by the Senator
from Arkansas were largely on state-
ments selected from testimony before a
Military Affairs Subcommittee hearing—
a hearing at which I understand the
statements and testimony were prepared
and arranged under the auspices of Best
Foods, Inc., one of our foremost oleo-
margarine manufacturers. The butter
proviso was dropped from the bill, but
later was restored by the Senate-House
conferees, It was passed as a part of
last year’s appropriation bill.

This year the elimination of the pro-
viso was authorized by a House Appro-
priations Subcommittee, and the bill was
passed by the House without its omis-
sion being called to the Members' at-
tention. The appropriation bill, with-
out the proviso, was reported by the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee,
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Mr. President, we Americans have al-
ways prided ourselves on feeding our
troops very well indeed. If is an equally
well-established fact that the great ma-
jority of Americans, in or out of the
armed forces, think of butter as the one,
top-quality table spread. If diet were
a matter of personal choice, the over-'
whelming majority of service men and
women would, of course, select butter in
preference to oleomargarine for their
own consumpfion.

The 18-year-old butter proviso repre-
sents a good deal more than the eco-
nomic interest of the dairy farmers of
this country. It also provides for the
health and well-being of the members of
our armed forces, who are accustomed to
being better fed than any other service
men and women in the world. Inasmuch
as we now depend heavily upon recruit-
ing enlistments to maintain the strength
of our fighting forces, it would be the
height of folly to reduce in any respect
the pleasanter features which make such
enlistments attractive to our young peo-
ple. Yet the elimination of the butter
proviso in the current armed service ap-
propriation bill would do just that, need-
lessly and to no advantage whatever.

Mr. President, in view of the salesman-
ship that is being displayed in behalf of
oleomargarine, I think Senators should
stop and consider the 6,000,000 dairy
farmers. Generally the farmer is an
independent citizen, thank God. He may
join a few organizations, but he still
thinks individually. As a result he is not
in a position, as are corporate interests
such as the oleo interests, to organize
and accumulate funds with which to
make a fight. As a result he does not
realize individually at least that he is en-
gaged in a psychological warfare in rela-
tion to a commodity which is going to
mean the depletion of soil, so that pos-
sibly not in our own time, but within 50
or 75 years, when the population of the
country has risen to 300,000,000, we may
be thinking about importing food unless
we stop, look, and listen on this issue.

I say again, only 3 percent of the milk
of my State goes into butter, so I shall
not be accused of saying I am looking at
a molehill and trying to make a moun-
tain of it. I am thinking of the larger
horizon. I am thinking of what it
means. We of the North eat peanut but-
ter and pay a big price for it; we per-
mitted cotton to go abroad with an ex-
port subsidy. I ask those who have re-
ceived benefits for peanuts and cotton to
give us a little consideration in this mat-
ter. We of the dairy States consume a
great deal of cottonseed and cottonseed
oil, which are used in the feeding of
dairy cows. They help make fertilizer,
which rejuvenates the soil. It is a serious
matter to permit a small, efficient group
making a substitute product to impact a
segment of our economy in the great
Middle West, composed of individuals
who never come to Washington to ask
for a hand-out.

In connection with vast hydroelectrie
power developments, I may say that in
my own State we have waterpower, but
the citizens of our State have built the
dams. So far as I know we have no
Federal hydroelectric power develop-
ment in the State of Wisconsin. That
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gives an idea of the kind of folk we are.
Yet we realize in looking over this vast
country that certain sections have cer-
tain problems requiring special consider-
ation. We have cooperated in such cases.
We have voted with Senators interested
in those problems. We have helped the
people of their States. We have felt
that perhaps in the far West, in Texas,
in Oklahoma and elsewhere there were
matters requiring special consideration.
We therefore do not wish to be thought
of as provincial when we in return ask
Senators to protect what we think is a
basie industry of our State. My State
is 50 percent industrial, 50 percent ag-
ricultural. It is economically one of the
best balanced States in the Nation, if
not the best. Yet the economic well-
being of the people in the villages is
made possible by reason of the fact that
the farmer gets a reasonable return for
his milk. I may say he is not getting a
very large return now. I speak from
personal experience. He is getting $2.70
a hundred pounds, which is less than 6
cents a quart. Are we to go ahead and
hit him another blow below the belt?
Are we to go ahead and make necessary
the accumulation of more butter by the
Government? Are we to bring about a
situation which will require that the cows
be sold? Think it over.

The proposed substitution of oleo-
margarine for butter at mess tables is
certainly not a step which would lead
any young man or woman to choose mil-
itary service in preference to civilian
life. The civilian may buy oleomar-
garine or not, as he pleases, but the en-
listed man or woman has no choice but
to eat the fare provided. If that fare
is now to include a table spread which
many Americans find distasteful, and
which others eat only because they can-
not afford butter, we may be sure the
innovation will seriously detract from
the sales argument of the men whose
responsibility it is to keep our military
establishment up to full strength.

TEST RESULTS NOT CONVINCING

How is it possible to justify this pro-
posed substitution of imitation butter
for real creamery butter? It is common
knowledge, as I have already pointed out,
that Americans prefer butfer to oleo-
margarine when they have an honest op-
portunity to express a personal choice.
The June 1949 issue of the Dairy Situa-
tion published by the Bureau of Agri-
cultural Economics of the United States
Department of Agriculture makes that
point doubly clear. It says:

The lower retail price of butter, accom-
panied by the increase in consumption of
that product, has reduced the market for
margarine. In the first 4 months of 1949,
consumption of margarine in the United
States apparently was 5 percent smaller than
a year earlier, though prices were down about
as much relatively as butter prices.

Mr. President, we have with us the
5-percenters, and their influence. I
am not blaming the 5-percenter. He is
a salesman, as I hope I am. That is not
the point. I am blaming those who upon
the floor of the Senate have been called
brass hats, who permit influence and
perhaps get a “take.” They are the chaps
I blame, Life is a game of salesmanship.
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But certain elements in both the Army
and the Navy would seem to have gone
to great lengths—and to misdirected
lengths—to establish that oleomargarine
could be used as a satisfactory substitute
for butter in troop feeding, if the Con-
gress would permit. The tests made, and
the conclusions drawn from those tests,
were not such as would inspire the re-
spect of any impartial survey organiza-
tion, to put it mildly. The officers in
charge of those tests, perhaps overly in-
fluenced by an apparent opportunity to
pare expenses and thus curry favor with
the Appropriations Committees, have re-
sorted to extremely questionable meth-
ods in undertaking to determine whether
or not oleomargarine could be foisted off
on the enlisted personnel.

For instance, let us examine one of the
tests outlined in pages 41 and 42 of the
Lee report, a memorandum for the chair-
man of the subcommittee of the House
Committee on Appropriations, prepared
by Mr. Robert E. Lee, chief of the com-~
mittee’s investigative staff. A standard
Army dining hall served as the labora-
tory. To conduct the so-called test, the
Army actually mixed oleomargarine into
fresh dairy butter in increasing amounts
day after day until 100-percent oleo-
margarine was being served, without
notice to the men. During the test,
which is listed as project No. QMBT203,
a record of consumption per man per
meal was diligently kept. At the end of
the test the Army solemnly reported:

No appreciable change in consumption was
noted during the entire study period, this
indicating that either a mixture of cleoc and
fresh dairy butter or 100-percent margarine
was acceptable to the troops.

Mr. President, this seems to be a fruly
remarkable conclusion to draw from a
trumped-up procedure which was, to
begin with, in absolute violation of the
law. Did Senators ever ask themselves
how such a performance happened to
occur; how it was managed; who the
salesman was, or who the people were
who started it?

The Army is admittedly guilty in this
instance of producing and serving
adulterated butter in violation of the
Food and Drug Act. Such illegal action
on the part of the proprietor of any pub-
lic eating place would not be tolerated in
civilian life, and public health officials
would be quick to take steps against the
bright minds involved. That is not an
approved way for civilian restaurant
owners to save money, and it is even less
excusable in the Army. I say again, that
back of all this is the influence of those
who could spend $6,000,000 last year on
this consolidated front, this tremendous
pressure, which could result in the tests
being made. They get to a point where
they say, “The boys kept eating butter
mixed with oleo until they could not tell
the difference. So what? We will buy
oleo.”

The Lee report fails to disclose how
long this fantastic test lasted, or how
many troops were involved. We do know
that the test was conducted without ad-
vising the men as to what they were eat-
ing, which constitutes fraud and decep-
tion of a type all too frequently used
against dairy farmers. It is easily pos-
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sible to fool people who do not know
what they are being served. Indeed,
dairy farmers have long opposed the
manufacture and sale of yellow oleo-
margarine for the very reason that it is
possible to deceive almost any restaurant
patron with an imitation product that
exactly resembles the original. The fact
that these soldiers were young, vigorous,
hard-working, and extremely hungry at
mealtimes was ignored altogether, al-
though surely these were considerations
that ought to have been taken into ac-
count. Under those conditions, the
Army might well recommend ground
horsemeat as a substitute for hamburger,
a fraud not unheard of in civilian life,
but not one that would stimulate enlist-
ments.

There is no hint in this Lee report as
to whether or not the men liked the
adulterated spread, and certainly no
mention is made of the fact that some
of them may actually have disliked it.
The fact is that hungry young men will
eat, without much complaint, almost any-
thing that is served to them. My point is
that this does not justify the Army’s ac-
tion in serving adulterated butter as fresh
creamery butter, or in substituting an
imitation product for a genuine dairy
product under false pretenses. No soldier
can be expected to exercise impartial
judgment if he does not know that he is
serving as a guinea pig.

Who arranged this “guinea pig” test?
Who was it who had the influence? How
many S-percenters were involved in it,
and what was the ‘““take”? Those are
harsh words, but we know enough about
business competition to know where
business goes at times, and the “take”
here is tremendous. Oleomargarine can
be made from oils for little or nothing,
but butter cannot be produced in that
way. It comes from the green grass and
the clean water of the earth, and goes
into the cow's system, and the milk cow,
the greatest chemical factory in the
world, produces butter. If the cow can-
not earn its feed, it will go into hamburg-
ers. If the cow is not present to enrich
the soil, the soil will become infertile,
and in two three generations we shall see
what will happen.

No soldier, I say, can be expected to
exercise impartial judgment if he does
not know that he is serving as a guinea
pig. A substitute diet cannot be listed
as acceptable merely because some offi-
cer chooses not to tell his men that they
are having something put over on them.

In a second Army test, project No.
QMBT 203a, involving only a single de-
tachment in a single dining hall at a
single meal, each soldier received one pat
of oleo and one pat of fresh dairy butter.
FEach pat was identified by number in a
pseudo-scientific manner, but the men
were told that all the pats represented
different brands of butter. There was no
mention whatever of oleomargarine,
mind you. On the contrary, these men
were definitely assured that they were
about to sample only butter of differing
quality. Having nullified any possible
value that such a test might have had by
misleading its participants to begin with,
the Army then claims to have asked the
men to fill out questionnaires regarding
the acceptability of these samples.
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I do not know who got this Army group
so interested in selling the dairy farmer
down the river. I do not know who so
arranged it that no longer would the
great middle section of the country be
protected by the Congress of the United
States. We are talking about a big in-
dustry. It is the big industry in the
States which I have mentioned. It in-
volves millions of the finest persons on
earth, who have learned to become self-
sustaining and who believe in initiative
and private enterprise and, what is more,
in work, and they do no believe in de-
ceptive or synthetic produets.

Remember, the Army did not truth-
fully advise these troops, either, about
what they were eating, Instead, it de-
liberately misrepresented the oleo sam-
ples as being merely inferior brands of
butter. Please note, too, that the Army
confined this absurd test to only one meal
for only one detachment of men. It does
not even name, in the Lee report, the
brands of oleo and butter used. It does
not tell us what questions the men were
asked, nor does it give us a transcript of
their replies. Yet the Army expects us
to aceept its own astonishing conchision
from this so-called test, which was as
follows:

Analysis of the results indicates that artl-
ficially colored oleo of equal or better quality
than that tested could be considered as ac-
ceptable substitute for fresh dairy butter.

What are we to say about military
brass that propose to change the diet of
enlisted men on the basis of such non-
sense? Are they doing business with the
5-percenters of whom we have been
hearing so much lately? Or are they
merely naive in believing that deceits
which may not be practiced on civilians
make accepiable evidence when enforced
by the military?

Stop and reflect that there would be
nothing to prevent the Army from test-
ing rations of ground horsemeat or horse-
burger to substitute hamburger. Now
would we have a logical redress to protect
tests of ersatz bread as a possible sub-
stitute for real bread? Infact,Iaskmy-
self why the Army has not conducted a
test of those ersatz foods rather than an
investigation of oleomargarine and but-
ter and the only answer I can find is
either that the 5 percenters have been
getting their licks in or that the oleo-
margarine lobby, never at a loss to take
advantage of the smallest loophole, has
exerfed its powerful influence to bring
about this action and the investigation
which precipitated the action. Irrespec-
tive, however, of what motivated the
Army and the subcommittee on the
armed services appropriation bill to
tamper with this law, I consider the deci-
gion they have made a palpably unfair,
unjust, and imprudent one.

The Navy, according to the Lee report,
ran one test of its own under the mys-
terious code number NTOO 2050-B. For
the purposes of this test the Navy had
the grace to use from 5,000 to 8,000 men
over a period of 18 days, thus establishing
some pretense of accuracy in sampling
the tastes of its personnel. According
to the Navy, the results were as follows:

When allowed to take their choice of mar-
8&?111& or butter, the percentage of men who
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took butter at any one meal varied from
73.33 to 92.39, with an average of 84.82 taking
butter—83.70 percent of the men stated they
preferred butter, 2,79 percent preferred mar-
garine, 13.51 percent had mno preferences.
Only 4693 percent of the men were able to
correctly identify the spread served.

Mr. President, it will be noted that less
than 3 percent of the men exposed to this
test stated they preferred oleomargarine
to butter. Almost 85 percent of the men
tested, on the other hand, stated clearly
that they preferred butter to oleomarga-
rine. Among the men who expressed an
opinion in the matter, the preference
was for butter by a ratio of 28 to 1. How,
then, are we to account for the Navy's
conclusions arrived at on the basis of
these findings?

Those are interesting figures. The
oleomargarine people have done a good
job in forwarding their ersatz product.
That i{s why they want it colored. When
it is made out of good oils, when it is
properly saturated with appropriate vita-
mins, I am not saying that it is not a
good food in a right sense. What I am
saying is that when the armed forces say
to us that 92.39 percent of the men want
butter, they should not be served an er-
satz food, even if the brass hats are in-
volved in it.

Mr. President, that is a very interesting
consideration. A court, when it makes
its findings, generally enters judgment in
accordance with the findings. But that
is not the case here. The Navy goes con-
trary to the findings as shown by tests of
the men.

NAVY CONCLUSIONS ABSURD

The Navy has somehow managed to
convince itself, despite the overwhelming
decision of the men who were used as
guinea pigs for this test, that colored
margarine of approved quality can be
considered as an ‘acceptable spread for
use in the messes of the Navy. Those
words are the Navy’s, and purport to be
based on the test described. How or
why they came to this conclusion, I do
not know. The Navy’s remarkable state-
ment means nothing whatever in the
face of the figures just quoted, and let
me remind the Senators that the findings
are the Navy’s, not mine,

We have no definition from the Navy
of what is meant by the term “approved
quality” as applied to oleomargarine, nor
are we given any inkling as to what the
Navy has in mind when it uses the word
“acceptable” as applied to & table spread.
Does “acceptable” mean that, in the
Navy’s opinion, yellow oleomargarine will
not make anyone sick and, consequently,
can be used to save money in the messes
of the enlisted men? Does the Navy pro-
pose to use the same kind of oleomar-
garine in the officers’ messes, or will
proper class distinetions be maintained
by serving fresh dairy butter to men above
the rank of ensign? We cannot tell from
this report. We can be sure of only one
thing, and that is the meaning of the
phrase “colored margarine.”

Colored margarine refers, of course, to
oleomargarine colored yellow at the fac-
tory in exact imitation of butter. Indi-
vidual States with more than one-half
the total population of the country have
decided, through their State legislatures,
that this particular type of deception is
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a danger to the consumer and an injus-
tice to the dairy farmer,

I call attention to what the States
have done. They are the constituencies
of Members of this body. Sometimes
they show that they have better sense as
to what is best for the public than we
here in Washington. Do not tell me that
6,000,000 farmers in the Middle West do
not represent a tremendous bloc in this
country, economically, politically, and
every other constructive way.

Someone in the Navy, however, has
decided, on the basis of the expressed
preference of less than 3 percent of the
men participating in this test, that this
fraudulent and deceptive product is an
acceptable spread for use on its mess
tables. .

To give credit where credit is due, I
must admit that the Navy does not char-
acterize this imitation of a genuine dairy
product as desirable. No one had the
gall to say, merely because 2.79 percent of
the men tested preferred oleomargarine,
that the other 97.21 percent ought to be
made to eat it whether they liked it or
not. The Navy confines itself to stating
that because less than 3 percent of the
thousands of men participating in the
test seemed to like oleomargarine, the
product was therefore to be regarded as
acceptable to the remainder. Shades of
Dr. Gallup. Mr. President, I simply do
not believe that this conclusion can log-
ically be drawn from the information at
hand. X

COAST GUARD DISPLAYS COMMON SENSE

A somewhat contrary view is expressed
by Admiral J. F. Farley, Commandant of
the United States Coast Guard. His un-
derstanding of the true interests of his
countrymen is perhaps better than that
of the officers who supplied material for
the Lee report. Admiral Farley stated,
in a letter of March 10, 1948, to Repre-
sentative Hadwen C. Fuller of New
York:

The Coast Guard, along with other armed
services, must make persistent eflorts to keep
up to authorized strength. Every induce-
ment must be made to point up the attractive
features of service life. All the services are
having difficulty in attracting recruits. In
my opinion the substitution of margarine for
butter while it would eflect a saving, would
be detrimental to morale,

The Commandant of the Coast Guard,
in his letter to Representative Fuller,
added:

I am of the opinion that substitution of
margarine for butter In the service diet
would not be generally pleasing to the men,
resulting in discontent.

Somewhat along the same line, the
Quartermaster General said, on page
145, paragraph 20, of the House hearings:

It 1s not considered advisable at this time

to substitute cleo in the place of butter for
troop feeding.

Because of pressure exerted on the
armed forces by the oleo interests and
their friends, I am advised that it was
impossible to bring before any commit-
tee of the Congress the officers and men
of the armed services who, in the over-
whelming majority, would oppose the
substitution of oleo for butter at their
messes. And, since the Quartermaster
General buys substantial quantities of
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oleomargarine, the oleo lobby has fried
to imply that these purchases are for
use by the armed forces.

Actually, except for trifling amounts,
all oleomargarine bought by the Quar-
termaster General is for resale in post
exchanges and commissaries. Oleomar-
garine may be used by the armed forces
for cooking purposes, but last year the
Quartermaster General testified that
little or no oleo is used even in this man-
ner. It has proven to be cheaper and
more satisfactory to use for cooking only
those fats which come from military
rendering plants.

HOSPITAL USES CITED

The oleo interests have also tried to
convey the impression that large quan-
tities of oleomargarine are used in mili-
tary and naval hospitals by patients who
have some ailment which prevents their
consumption of animal fats. How many
such patients are there? Close ques-
tioning has shown that very little oleo
is used for table spreads under such con-
ditions. Without exception, military
and naval hospitals have been using for
cooking purposes only such oleo as they
do consume. Incidentally, in dragging
in patients who must avoid butterfat, the
oleo people fail to mention, of course,
that many people in and out of hospitals
are allergic to cottonseed and other veg-
etable oils and cannot safely eat oleo-
margarine under any conditions.

The contention that oleo can be used
by the military in places where there is
no refrigeration is not, of course, a valid
argument against butter. The oleo-
margarine manufacturers are allowed to
use a preservative—benzoate of soda—
which is prohibited to butter makers, and
it is only this preservative which makes
oleo seem to perform better under field
conditions. Without preservatives vege-
table oils break down in extreme heat as
rapidly as does butterfat, and the lack of
refrigeration is equally injurious to both.
The morale of troops on active duty un-
der such conditions is not improved by
substituting an inferior product for but-
ter, since butter is both a food and a
flavor.

It has always been the objective of the
Quartermaster Corps to supply good food
to our American froops. The butter pro-
viso, which assures ample supplies of
quality dairy products, meets that objec-
tive and in addition saticfles the taste
preferences of men in the armed forces
of the United States. Service men and
women want buiter as a table spread,
and they are entitled to have butter Mr.
President, I urge on behalf of the hun-
dreds of thousands of young people who
are now in the armed forces, that this
Nation should continue to supply them
with the best foods obtainable, including
butter.

DBUTTER PROVISO SHOULD EE RESTORED

The only provision of the law affecting
the use of cleomargarine by the Army,
including the Air Force, is contained in
the proviso to which I have referred.
The important proviso states that money
appropriated shall not be used for the
purchase of oleomargarine or butter sub-
stitutes for other than cooking purpeses,
except to supply an expressed preference
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therefor, or for use where climatic or
other conditions render the use of butter
impracticable.

There is no existing law which express-
ly forbids the use of oleomargarine at
Navy messes. However, title 34, United
States Code, section 902a, states that the
Navy ration per day per man shall in-
clude 1.6 ounces of butter. The Navy
has always construed that to mean that
oleo may be substituted for lard in cook-
ing but not, by implication, for butter as
a table spread.

ONE-FOURTH OF OUR FOOD SUPPLY AT STAKE

Approximately 42,000,000 pounds of
butter will be used for troop issue this
year, and this accounts in very large
measure for the high standards main-
tained in feeding our armed forces. Any-
one who has ever watched young men
and young women eat knows how im-
portant bread and butter is to them as a
food staple. But, Mr. President, an am-
ple supply of butter to spread on their
bread is not a mere accident of nature
or a further evidence of the bounty of
American farms. It is proof of the skill
and efficiency of American dairymen.

It is worth remembering that while
the dairy farmers of the Nation may de-
pend upon the armed forces as purchas-
ers of butter, the service organizations
in turn are equally dependent upon the
dairy farmer for vast quantities of milk,
meat, and other dairy products. The
two resources go hand in hand. 1Itisnot
possible to stop buying butter, as I shall
demonstrate, without eliminating from
the national secene a goodly proportion of
the dairy farmers who also supply those
other commodities.

Mr. President, I should like to tell the
other Members of this body a few things
about the dairy industry—an industry
that supplies 1 out of every 4 mouthfuls
of food consumed by our 147,000,000 citi-
zens. I should like to repeat that dairy
production figure, if I may, so that no
Senator can fail to understand the im-
portance of the dairy industry to every
American, in or out of the armed forces.
One-guarter of all the food consumed by
this Nation—or, as I have just said, 1
bite out of every 4—is provided by the
dairy farmer and the industry he serves.

The dairy cow produces not only all of
our milk, but 40 percent of our beef and
veal

Please note that—40 percent of our
beef and veal.

Much of the milk is drunk in fluid
form or goes into ice cream, cheese,
evaporated and dried milk, and other
manufactured dairy products., Some 27
percent of all the milk produced, how-
ever, goes into butier because that is
the most practical, convenient, and read-
ily available outlet for the seasonal sur-
plises. It is the problem of flush and
dry seasons that makes butter sales an
economically important factor in the life
of the Nation. We produce in this coun-
try some 117,000,000,000 pounds of milk
a year, worth more than $10,000,000,000.
One out of every fifteen people in the
United States is in some way involved in
the production, processing, or distribu-
tion of this milk, Three cut of every
four forms in the Nation keep the dairy
cows from which it comes,
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This gigantic enterprise would have no
serious problems if the dairy cow could
he induced to give a uniform flow of milk
throughout the year. Unfortunately,
such is not the case. The dairy cow
produces as much as 50 percent more
milk in the flush season than in the dry
season, while consumers drink about the
same amount the year round. If city
homes are to have a steady supply of
milk in winter as well as in summer, the
dairy farmer must keep more cows than
he needs in the periods of seasonal sur-
pluses. Inevitably, at such times, he ends
up with more milk than can be sold in
bottles or otherwise, and that milk must
be stored in some form or other to keep it
from being wasted.

MILK HAS MANY USES

Fluid milk will not keep. It must be
moved promptly in cans, tank trucks, or
railway tank cars, from the milksheds to
the dairy plants—or it must be fed to
animals or dumped into the creek. Mu-
nicipal milksheds, as the various dairy
farm areas surrounding our metropolitan
centers are called, extend out info the
country for many miles—as many as
300 in some cases. Nevertheless, there
are a number of imporfant dairy States
with very few metropolitan outlets for
their milk in bottled form.

What is to be done with the enormous
quantity of milk produced in such States?
Five gallons of milk can be converted into
20 quarts of the bottled fluid to bring the
dairy farmer his longest profit. But if
there is only a limited market for fluid
milk in some States, and if that market
is already being supplied, what then?
The same 5 gallons of fluid milk can be
converted into 915 small bottles (the
half-pint size) of 30 percent cream. Or
the cream can be shipped longer dis-
tances in bulk. This makes the markets
of the East available to many dairy farm-
ers in the Midwest, but this method of
disposal also has certain draw-backs in
connection with the skim milk that is
left over when the cream is separated.
There are not always facilities available
for using this residue economically.

Five pounds of dried whole milk can be
extracted from our 5-gallon can of fresh
miliz, and this dried milk is finding an in-
creasing market among bakers and other
food processors. There are only so many
plants that can produce this manufac-
tured dairy product, however, and we
may suppose that in many instances no
such plant is within reach. The same
applies to the processes which can turn
5 pgallons of fresh milk into 21 cans of
evaporated milk, or the facilities that
produce 11.2 quarts of ice cream from 5
gallons of the fluid, or the plants that
can convert it into 4.1 pounds of Ameri-
can cheese,

At the head of the list of manufactur-
ing outlets—and more important than
any other conversion process because it
is the simplest and most convenient—
there is the local creamery that turns:
5 gallons of millt into 185 pounds cof
butter. Butter can bz ctorzd longer than
any other dairy product, under the right
conditions. It can be shippsd almost
senywhere, and clways finds a reody
nmorket. Ibs price is cstablishcd in the
last free commoedity exchange left to us.
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It has the widest possible aceceptance as a
quality table spread, and there are 3,500
local creameries, scattered throughout
all 48 of our States, that are ready and
willing to accept any dairy farmer’s sur=-
plus milk at any time for the manufac-
ture of butter.

Some of those who falk about small
business and want to help small busi-
ness should pay a little attention to that
situation. There are 3,500 local cream-
eries scattered throughout the 48 States
of the Nation. If Senators want to know
something about oleomargarine they will
find thaf there are less than 50 big pro-
ducers of oleomargarine throughout the
United States. There are less than 50
factories producing oleomargarine,
owned by the big shots. Against that
there are 3,500 local creameries and back
of them 6,000,000 farmers.

BUTTER OUTLETS ARE IMPORTANT

Mr. President, it must be cbvious that
stuch butter outlets are of the utmost im-
portance to the whole price and supply
structure of the dairy industry. With-
out this known and dependable market
for his surplus milk, the dairy farmer
would not be justified in maintaining the
herds from which we draw a year-round
production of fluid .nilk, and a summer-
time peak production of ice cream, and
the evaporated milk thai we ship to our
friends abroad, and the dried milk that
our bakers are using in increasing quan-
tities, and the cheese that adds so much
to our protein diet.

The butter market is the dairy farm-
er's ace in the hole, He can afford to
gamble on supplying milk in all of the
other forms only because, if he cannof
sell his milk for other purposes, due to
varying market conditions, he can still
take it to the local creamery and have it
churned into butter. If this Congress
does anything whatever to inject an ele-
ment of uncertainty into the manufac-
ture and sale of butter, the effect will be
felt in the price and supply of every
other dairy product we now enjoy.

Mr. President, the producers of milk
do not work 40 hours a week, a figure
mentioned on the floor of the Senate to-
day. The producers of milk do not re-
ceive overtime pay. They work in the
open, in God’s green pastures. They
love their work because they love animal
husbandry. In those pastures is pro-
duced this great food I have taken time
to go info detail in describing to the
Senate. I have tried to show the Sen-
ate that net only the loss of the butter
market is involved in this question.
There is also involved the loss in fer-
tility of the soil, loss in animal foods,
in beef and in veal. We should think
twice before we start such a chain re-
action.

In a very real sense, the country's
40,000 dairy plants rely upon local cream-
eries as stabilizers of the entire dairy
industry. Those who want to think in
terms of the small-business man should
think in terms of the cooperative dairy
plants, the little-business dairy plants.
There are 40,000 of them. Behind each
one of them in the cooperatives are sev-
eral hundred farmers, and behind them
are their wives and children. Many of
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them have dug their farms out of the
rocky soil and the woedland.

Our annual production of milk would
fill a canal a yard deep and 40 feet wide
stretching from New York to San Fran-
cisco. This industry involves millions
of the best Americans. I ask that it
receive a little consideration. This is
an enormous flow of milk—an irresist-
ible tide which must be directed into
one or the other of our market chan-
nels every single day of the year. It
is not a stream which can be shuf off
from some remote-control tower by the
flick of a switch. It is not controlled
by any of the “big shots” in Wall Street
or Chicago, who are after the big mar-
ket for oleomargarine.

The dairy cow is not an industrial
plant to be closed down at noon on Sat-
urday, and started up again on Monday
morning. The river of milk is always
flowing, Sundays and holidays included.
Cheese prices may drop in New York, or
the demand for ice cream may decline in
Boston, or consumers in Tulsa or in To-
ledo may decide to use less bottled milk,
without disturbing the current, so long
as there are storage reservoirs of butter
to accommodate the overflow that is tem-
porarily deflected from those markets.

I only wish that every Senator could
read this analysis before a vote is taken,
because there is so much misunderstand-
ing about the real issue.

DAIRY INDUSTRY ENDANGERED

We must have butter outlets to fall
back on, therefore, if we are to maintain
the manufacture and distribution of
other dairy products against the hazards
of falling prices and weakening consumer
demand. Each dairy product is tied to
all the others in a complex economic pat-
tern, but a single dairy product—but-
ter—has properly been called the “bal-
ance-wheel” of the entire dairy industry.
There is no question about it being a
stabilizer., 'fhe economy of no other
food development is so complicated or so
sensitive to disruption at a single point.
As butter goes, so goes milk and all milk
products. Displace any sizeable portion
of the butter market and we disrupt the
dairy industry itself.

Mr. President, there is no satisfactory
substitute for milk. One quart of milk
per day for each child, and at least 1
pint for each adult, is generally consid-
ered the minimum requirement for good
health. I need not tell Senators, paren-
thetically, that these same oleomargarine
boys are building a substitute milk prod-
uct. That is the next shot.

The calcium in milk aids in the devel-
opment of strong bones and teeth; the
vitamins in milk help produce clear
vision and a good skin, The use of fluid
milk or of milk equivalents in a manu-
factured dairy product, such as butter, is
highly desirable for continued growth
and vigor. The medical branches of our
armed forces know all this, but doctors
are not economists.

An Army doctor might accept without
too much argument the dubious claims
of the oleo interests that their product
is the “nutritional equivalent” of butter;
and who is to blame him? However, if
that same doctor is told that the butter
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markets thus displaced will reduce the
local supplies of milk and meat now
available to his men he can be expected
to sit up and take notice. That is pre-
cisely the point I wish to make today. If
the armed services are forced to substi-
tute oleomargarine for butter in their
messes they can look forward to a sharp
decline in the amount of meat, milk,
cheese and ice cream available to their
personnel at bases throughout the coun-
try. Effect follows cause in this instance
as night follows day. This is not mere
theory, Mr. President. It has been dem-
onstrated over and over again at various
periods in our history, and in various
sections of our land.

When butter production was discour-
aged during the war in order to free
quantities of dried or evaporated milk
and cheese for shipment to Europe, the
seven leading butter States lost millions
of dairy cattle. Why? Because the
dried-milk plants and the evaporated-
milk plants were not located where dairy
farmers in those seven States could take
advantage of their facilities. Deprived
of their normally profitable butter out-
lets, those farmers had no other recourse
than to dispose of their herds and turn
to some other form of agriculture.

Frankly, Mr. President, I am speak-
ing from experience. I happen to oper-
ate a dairy farm. I have operated it
since my folks left it more than 30 years
ago. When we got through the war
period I found my soil depleted. Ihad to
spend approximately $1,000 a year for
artificial fertilizer, combined with the
fertilizer from the cow. We have not
yet reached first base. Mine is only a
small farm. I never was a farmer in the
sense that I made my living from the
farm. If is simply the old homestead on
which my folks lived. But I live in a
great farming section, one of the greatest
dairy sections in the world. I know
those people. I went through the years
when they sweated, and I do not want
to see anything done in the Congress of
the United States which will put them
through the wringer again.

In due course we encountered a short-
age of beef and veal which normally
had bheen supplied by the dairy herds of
those great butter-producing States.
Butter itself became almest unobtain-
able in many sections of the country, and
the housewives of the Nation were foreced
to buy oleomargarine regardless of
individual preference. Then our oleo
friends jumped in. The eventual resulf
was a scarcity of dairy animals, which
drove the prices of meat and butter sky-
high—a scarcity that has persisted
almost up to the present time. The law
of supply and demand went into opera-
tion.

It takes 3 years to raise a dairy cow to
producing levels. As I have already said,
our milk supply is not something to be
turned on and off at will. Either we have
animal agriculture as in the past, or we
turn to a cereal diet and to reliance upon
vegetable fats and oils controlled in part
by an international cartel which would
like to do away altogether with the dairy
cow. Which are we to choose?
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ELIMINATION OF PROVISO WOULD BE COSTLY TO
THE GOVERNMENT

The 42,000,000 pounds of butter which
will be used by our armed forces this
year, would not, at first glance, seem to
be overly important in view of our na-
tional consumption of 1,900,000,000
pounds of this vital dairy product. Its
importance becomes more significant
when it is realized that under the price
support program of the Department of
Agriculture it has been necessary for the
Commodity Credit Corporation to buy up
some 9,792,000 pounds of butter in the
past few months. It is still buying it.

If, as has been suggested, oleomarga-
rine were allowed to displace about half
of the butter requirements of the armed
services, there would be an ostensible
saving of around $10,00,000. It would be
a case, however, of saving with the one
hand and spending with the other. The
Commodity Credit Corporation would
have to purchase the additional volume
of butter represented by the cut in buy-
ing by the armed services. On top of
that would be the cost to the services of
the oleo. The over-all net result would
be a greater cost to the Government.

Mr. President, we have three impor-
tant questions to answer. If they can-
not be answered in the affirmative—and
I do not believe they can—we have three
sound and valid arguments for the resto-
ration of the butter proviso in the Mil-

tary Establishment appropriation bill
which we are considering today.

First, are we to impose upon our en-
listed men and women by leaving them
no choice in table spreads? Are they to
be compelled to eat oleomargarine
whether they like it or not?

Second, are we to further weaken our
butter markets at a moment when dairy
farmers already face declining prices?
Would not it be folly to throw additional
butter on the market by substituting ole-
omargaring for butter in the diet of the
armed forces at this time? I cannot be-
lieve that Congress would contemplate
such action in the face of a recession in
farm income that already has made it-
self evident throughout the dairy States.
The only possible result would be whole-
sale resentment among farmers.

Finally, Mr. President, are we to de-
stroy a long-standing tradition of the
armed forces for the benefit of no one
but the small group of oleo processors,
and at the cost of increased Government
expenditure?

Mr. President, unless we subsequently
discuss another phase of the oleomar-
garine issue, this is probably the last
time I shall discuss this subject during
this session.

As I said some months ago, it is ob-
vious that the Members of the Senate
are tired. That is demonstrated in the
committees. Probably we should adopt
Lincoln’s antidote for such troubles by
displaying a little sense of humor.

1, for one, think we should try to get
out of Washington. I think it would be
for the benefit of the country if the lead-
ers on both sides of the aisle would select
the “must” legislation, and then would
arrange for a resumption of the session
about November 15. In the meantime
we could get a rest. Then, beginning
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November 15, we could fight out the oleo-
margarine issue, if that is desired, on
the color proposition. I assure the Sen-
ate that that will be a fight.

Senators may smile; but if they will
review the facts I have stated, I know
they will find I have made no misstate-
ments of facts. I have outlined what is
one of the most disintegrating influences
which will be brought to bear upon the
people of the United States,

I appeal to Senators from the South,
to whom we have been so good, to whom
we have voted funds time and time again,
not to undertake to carry through not
only this proposal, but also the proposal
with respect to the color of oleomarga-
rine. Let me say that we have cooper-
ated with the southern Senators on other
matter, so much so that the newspapers
frequently have circulated throughout
the country the misrepresentation that
there has been an agreement between
the southern Senators and the Republi-
can Members of the Senate.

Mr. McMAHON, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield? >

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gir-
LETTE in the chair). Does the Senator
from Wisconsin yield to the Senator
from Connecticut?

Mr. WILEY. I yield.

Mr. McMAHON. Is the Senator from
Wisconsin fearful that the present situ-
ation will disturb that impression on the
part of the country? The Senator has
said that the impression has been cre-
ated that the Republican Senators and
the Senators from the Southern States
have been operating together. Is the
Senator from Wisconsin fearful that the
situation in regard to butter will disturb
or change that impression?

Mr. WILEY. Idonotknow how wide-
spread the impression is. I know the
newspapers have carried such state-
ments, whenever some of us have hap-
pened to vote according to our convic-
tions, if such votes have not happened to
be in accordance with some of the New
Deal thinking. In such cases, we are
linked, in the newspaper articles, with
some of the southern Senators. I do not
think that is fair to those of us who have
been brought up in different economic,
cultural, racial, social, and geographic
circumstances. After all, I know of no
two Senators who have the same social,
racial, cultural, economic, or geographic
backgrounds. So we have a right to have

.different points of view, based on differ-

ent perspectives.

But if the southern Senators who are
so interested in the oleomargarine situa-
tion will give a little consideration to the
facts, as I have outlined them in regard
to what will happen if they succeed in
the plans they are spearheading because
of the oleomargarine interests, they will
understand that the consequences will
be more dire than they are likely to
realize offhand.

After all, Mr. President, all Members
of the Senate are United States citizens.
In our point of view, we should not be
provincial. I have never cast any vote
on any proposed legislation on a provin-
cial basis; but so far as my personal con-
victions have been concerned, I have
voted on the theory that what is best for
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the entire country is best for the people
of my area. However, of course, geo-
graphic backgrounds do have to be con-
sidered in some respects. Inasmuch as
my State is 50 percent agricultural, if is
necessary that I should consider the sig-
nificance of what might happen to agri-
culfure in my State and in the surround-
ing areas if Senators succeed in imposing
this plan. In that case, what has been
in existence in this respect would be
ended; and the first impact of such ac-
tion would be upon the dairy industry
of the Nation.

Mr. President, I have spoken at length
in regard to this matter, but I trust it
will not be said that I have imposed upon
the good nature of the Senate. I trust
that I shall be able to sit back and listen
when other issues arise,

This matter does not come before the
Senate as a result of the action of any
committee on which I serve. Of course,
I am vitally interested in it, although not
personally, because the interest I have
because of my own little farm is of no
consequence. But I am interested in
this matter because, as I have said, half
of my State is vitally concerned about
the future of the dairy industry. So I
gskkSenators not to stick a dageger in its

ack.

Mr, MORSE obtained the floor.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the

- Senator yield for a moment?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the vote on my amendment
to the committee amendment be de-
ferred until Monday, when we are to
vote on the other amendments. Twenty-
five or thirty Senators have left the floor
at this time, and I think we should have
the benefit of an expression of their
sentiments on this subject.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President——

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from Arkansas, if I may do so with the
understanding that I do not thereby
jeopardize my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, is is so ordered.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to-object to the re-
quest put by the Senator from Wiscon-
sin, let me say first that I am not sure
whether I understand exactly what the
request is.

Mr. WILEY. My request is that we
defer until Monday the voie on my
amendment to the committee amend-
ment. In the meantime, we can con-
tinue the debates tonight, as has been
planned. But by deferring until Mon-
day the debate on my amendment to
the committee amendment, there will be
just two votes at that time, as I under-
stand,

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield to me, let me say that
under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment previously entered, the time on
Monday from 11 a. m. until 2 p. m., is
to be controlled by the Senator from
Illinois and the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCrLELLAN], It has been under-
stood that during that time we shall be
debating the MecClellan amendment,
which has been offered to the bill. Of
course, it will be all right if Senators
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wish to vote Monday on the amendment
the Senator from Wisconsin has offered
to the committee amendment; but prob-
ably it will be out of the question to con=-
sider debating that amendment on
Monday.

Mr. WILEY. Idonotrequest that it be
debated then; in my request I refer
simply to the vote.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement, the two
Senators having control of the time on
Monday can yield to any Senator for any
purpose for which they wish to let the
time be used. It would be in accord-
ance with the order for a Senator who
then was yielded time to discuss this
amendment. However, the understand-
ing of the Chair is that on Monday, at
the hour of 2 p. m., the Senate will pro-
ceed to vote, without further debate, not
only on the McClellan amendment, but
on any other amendments which may be
pending, and then will vote on the bill
itself,

Mr. WILEY. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr. LUCAS. I have that understand-
ing, Mr. President. I am glad the Chair
places that interpretation upon the
unanimous-consent agreement. So far
as I am concerned, we can take a recess
now, and vote upon the amendment on
Monday unless the Senator from Arkan-
sas wants at this time to answer the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. Just what time
could be given the Senator from Arkan-
sas on Monday to answer the Senator
from Wisconsin, I am not sure, but we
could probably give him 15 minutes, and
perhaps the other side could give him
15 minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sena-
tor from Arkansas?

Mr. MORSE. I yield. :

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
does the Senator from Illinois control
the time on the one side?

Mr. LUCAS. Ido.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator
from Illinois will yield me 15 minutes on
his side, and if I can get 15 from the
other side, I shall have no objection. But
the Senator from Wisconsin has now
been talking about an hour and a half,
and I think some opportunity to make
observations in reply to the Senator's
remarks should be given to those who
oppose his amendment. No one else has
spoken.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I may state it was
my understanding when the unanimous-
consent request was entered into, all the
amendments and the bill would be voted
upon at 2 o’clock, and that the debate
would continue today on all amendments
other than the McClellan amendment.
Of course, there has been a desire to dis-
cuss the question raised by the Senator
from Wisconsin even to the extent of
holding a night session, if necessary, I
humbly submit a request that if we are
going to continue, it seems to me a recess
of 1 hour would be in order, if the
majority leader feels that way about it.
If we could conclude the discussion to-
night, certainly I should be agreeable to
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the request made by the Senator from
‘Wisconsin to vote at 2 o’clock on Monday.

Mr, LUCAS. I do not know of any
other amendment.

Mr., WHERRY. There is another
amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I should like
to observe for the information of other
Senators who may be interested, that
there are other requests for time on this
issue on Monday, so that I shall hardly
be able to accommodate all of them.
There would be very little time which
could possibly be alloeated to other Sen-
ators for the discussion of some other
amendment.

Mr. ENOWLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I merely want to
say to the majority leader, I have an
amendment which is noncontroversial. I
have spoken to the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. THOMAS], chairman of the
subcommittee. It does not add any funds
to the bill. It has been requested by
the Navy Department. It relates solely
to El Toro Marine Corps air station in
California. I should like to get it into
the bill, so it would be behind us and
would not be Involved in the situation

_Monday.

Mr. FLANDERS and Mr. MAYBANK
addressed the Chair,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Oregon yield; if so, to
whom?

Mr. MORSE. I yield first to the Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, IThave
an amendment which was passed over.
It is an amendment to section 622 (a)
and is an amendment which, I may say
as a result of a conversation with the
senior Senator from Oklahoma, I believe
could be acted upon in a few seconds by
unanimous consent, if the opportunity
could be given me by the Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I have no objection to
yielding for any purpose, so long as I do
not lose the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Wisconsin that the vote on his
amendment be deferred until Monday?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I do not ob-
ject on the understanding that the ma-
jority leader will yield me 20 minutes on
Monday in which to reply to the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin. I understand I am
to get 5 or 10 minutes additional from
the other side.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, of course, I cannot
object. I happened tc be out of the Sen-
ate when the former unanimous-consent
request was made, but I understood we
were going to finish the debate today, ex-
cept on the McClellan amendment, so I
remained within call. I should have
preferred, of course, to have it go over
until Monday, in order that I might
speak for 15 minutes to a full Senate
and take the time I have remaining.
That was my understanding. But if I
am wrong about the understanding, I am
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content. The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morske] is ready to speak. May I ask the
Senator, why does he not proceed with
the same group of Senators I have been
addressing? He will then have made a
record, and those who are interested in
the facts can read the REcorp over the
week end. That is the way I feel about
it

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. MAYBANK. Reserving the right
to object, I merely want to state that I
have an amendment to the bill, on the
subject of small business. I have a let-
ter from Mr. Louis Johnson, Secretary
of Defense, assuring me of his interest
in small business, and assuring me of his
desire to cooperate. I therefore wish to
withdraw my amendment. I ask unani-
mous consent that his letter may be
printed at this point in the Recorp as a
part of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment has not actually been offered and,
therefore, has not been printed.

Mr, MAYBANK. That is correct. I
shall not call it up.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from South Carolina?

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE SECRETARY oF DEFENSE,
Washington, August 19, 1949,
Hon. BUurNET R. MAYBANKE,
United States Senate.

My DEAR SENATOR MAYBANK: Recently we
discussed over the telephone a proposed
amendment relating to small business which
you Indicated you intend to offer as an
amendment to H. R. 4146, After talking to
you I requested members of my staff to make
a careful analysis of the proposal for the
purpose of evaluating its probable effect on
our operations. It is the results of those
studies to which I wish to refer. 2

At the present time, under a proviso of the
Selective Service Act of 1948, small business
is defined as one which, directly and through
its affiliates, has less than 500 employees,
whereas the definition proposed in your
amendment would establish an entirely new
criterion.

The proposed definition would necessitate
a statistical break-down into categories of
manufacturers, wholesalers, and retailers and

the establishment of standards with refer-

ence to relative size and position in relation
to the rest of the industry, the nature of the
operation, the size of the group supplying

- the capital, and, finally, an evaluation as to

dominance of the industry. The question of
dominance, as you can appreciate, would be
such a relative concept, and determinable
upon such a detailed factual basis, that its
application to contracting would be ex-
tremely difficult.

The proposed amendment requires assist-
ance to small business by making available
procurement information, and by otherwise
helping to give small business an opportunity
to participate in the furnishing of commodi-
ties and services. Granting opportunity to
participate is certainly desirable and prac-
ticable; and, if done on a broad enough ba-
els, It would cover every group of business-
men., This is one of the objectives of the
Military Procurement Information Office re-
cently established, and I am sure it will be
oae of the significant achievements of that
© %

I am Inclined to think that for the present,

our efforts should be directed toward making
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contract opportunities available on the
broadest possible basis, including, in addition
to informational activities, the splitting of
our requirements, where necessary, and the
continuation of our statistical studies on the
basis of our present criteria. Should a pe-
riod of exzperience demonstrate that this is
not accomplishing its purpose, perhaps a
Government-wide and more detalled defini-
tion of small business might be worked out
in cooperation with the Department of Com-
merce, the Administrator of General Services,
and other interested agencies and depart-
ments.
With warm personal regards, I am,
Sincerely yours,
Louls JOHNSON.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, is
my request in order, now?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor will state his request.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. . The Sena-
tor will state the inquiry.

Mr. WHERRY. Has the unanimous-
consent request of the Senator from Wis-
consin been agreed to?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No, it has
not been agreed to. The Senator from
Arkansas reserved the right to object,
unless he obtained certain assurances
about the allotment of time.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, I
said I did not object, upon the under-
standing that the Senator from Illinois
would give me 15 minutes, with the un-
derstanding the other side would also
give me 5 or 10 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is a
matter between the Senator from Ar-
kansas and the Senator from Illinois.
Is there objection to the unanimous-
consent request? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Let it be understood that on Monday
the time will be controlled by the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. McCrLerLaN] and
the Senator from Ilinois [Mr. Lucas]l.

Mr. FLANDERS. DMr., President, a
point of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor will state it?

Mr. FLANDERS. Does not my
amendment take precedence over any
new amendment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor's amendment is not pending.

Mr. FLANDERS. It is an amend-
ment to section 622, an amendment
which was passed over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
committee amendment.

Mr. FLANDERS. Yes; it is the com-
mittee amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is a com-
mittee amendment which has not been
acted upon.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, on
page 89, line 18, I should like to amend
section 622 (a) by reinserting in the
committee amendment the Ilanguage
which was in the amendment when first
considered by the committee, as follows:
After the words “Air Force”, insert “for
(1) ships; (2) aircraft and aircraft parts;
(3) guided missiles and parts thereof;
(4) arms, armor, armament, and ammu-
nition; (5) electrical, photographic, elec-
tronie, fire control, and hydraulic equip~
ment, of special military application;
(6) other technical or specialized equip-
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ment and parts thereof, to be desig-
nated by the Secretary of Defense when-
ever, in his judgment, the best interests
of the United States so require; (7) con-
struction of facilities or installations out-
side the continental United States of
America.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont for that purpose?
He may only do so by unanimous consent.

Mr. MORSE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may so yield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ver-
mont, which he has already read, will be
considered as having been stated by the
clerk.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, if the Senator from Oregon
will yield that I may make a statement,
I think perhaps we can quicken action
on the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma for that purpose?

Mr. MORSE. I request unanimous
consent that I may do so.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Pres-
ident, the amendment which has just
been presented was submitted to the
committee. The committee in the first
instance accepted it. Later on, it was
reconsidered, and the final action was
upon the amendment submitted by the
Senator from Virginia. This means the
whole matter will be in conference. I
suggest we agree to the amendment sub-
mitted by the Senator from Vermont
and let it go to conference.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
let me ask whether the amendment
limits renegotiated contracts to contracts
concerning the items which the Senator
from Vermont has read.

Mr. FLANDERS. It limits renego-
tiated contracts to those series of items
which are experimental, developmental,
and otherwise in nature.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Otherwise, there
is no renegotiation, is that correct?

Mr. FLANDERS. Except under the
Renegotiation Act of 1948.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Vermont to
the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The amendment,
agreed to.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
offer the amendment which I serd to
the desk and ask to have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendment,

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 64, line
292, immediately following the expres-
sion “(Public Law 778),” it is proposed
to insert the following: “the act of Feb-
ruary 6, 1942 (Public Law 438).”

Mr., KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
have a letter from the Office of the
Secretary of the Navy, which is brief,

as amended, was
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and which I should like to read for the
information of the Senate. It is ad-
dressed to the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. McEEeLLAR], chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, and is as
follows:

THE SECRETARY OF THE NAvVY,
Washington, August 1, 1949,
Hon. KENNETH MCEELLAR,
Chairman, Appropriations Committee,
United States Senate.

My Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: I have been re-
guested to advise you as to the Navy's posi-
tion in regard to the problem of providing
an adequate water supply to the Marine
Corps air station at El Toro, Calif.

The original plan:for water supply at this
station from wells has not provided an ade-
quate supply and has been a matter of con-
cern to the Navy. A resurvey of the problem
has indicated that the ultimate solution
necessitates the installation of a pipe line
connecting the air station water system into
that of the Metropolitan Water Distriet of
Bouthern California. The estimated cost of
such a pipe line is $660,000.

The Secretary of Defense, in a reply to a
recommendation of the Secretary of the Navy
for a supplemental appropriation (copies at-
tached) suggested that with appropriation
language included in the pending NME
appropriation bill (H. R. 4146) the project
might be accomplished without the inclu-
sion of additional funds. This could be done
only if savings in other public works proj-
ects could be made.

Legislative authority for the project is con-
tained in the act of February 6, 1842 (Public
Law 438, T7th Cong.), which authorized the
construction of the Marine Corps air station
at El Toro, Calif.

It is therefore reguested that an amend-
ment be made to the NME appropriation
bill now before the Senate as follows:

On page 64, line 22, after “Law 778),” in-
sert the following: “the act of February 6,
1942 (Public Law 438),"

The Bureau of the Budget has Indicated
verbally that there is no objection to the
presentation of this request.

Detalled justification of this project is
provided herewith.

With kind regards, I am,

Sincerely yours.

Mr. President, I ask that the detailed
facts regarding the project be printed at
this point in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, July 23, 1549,

Memorandum for: The Secretary of the
Navy.

Bubject: Appropriation for project to pro-
vide additional water supply at United,
States Marine Corps air station, El Toro,
Calif,

Reference is made to your memorandum
dated July 22, 1949, in which you requested
that a project be submitted to the Congress
to obtain an appropriation for additional
water supply facilities at the Marine Corps
air station, El Toro, Calif.

In view of the stated urgency and the
reasons furnished for the required extension
of the present water system, this office agrees
in prineciple with this request. I feel, how-
ever, that in lieu of asking the Congress
for a supplemental appropriation, it may
be desirable to seek an amendment of the
public works appropriation under the Bu-
reau of Yards and Docks which appears in
the appropriation bill for fiscal year 1950
now pending in the Senate (H. R. 4146).
Such an amendment would include a ref-
erence to the act of February 6, 1942 (Public
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Law 438), which, I understand, is the origi=
nal authorizing legislation for the construc-
tion of the water-supply system at El Toro.
This would then enable you to use part of
the funds provided therein for the additional
facilities required.

It will be necessary, of course, to clear the
amendment through this office and the Bu-
real of the Budget for submission to the
Congress.

W. J. McNEir,

THE SECRETARY OF THE NaAVY,
Washington, July 22, 1949.
'[ Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense.
| Subject: Appropriation for project to provide
additional water supply at United States
Marine Corps air station, El Toro, Calif.

1. There has developed an urgent need for
additional water supply for the Marine Corps
air station at El Toro, Calif. Considerable
discussion and study has developed a project
for solution of this problem in the form of
construction of a pipe line to connect into
the Metropolitan Water Distriet of Southern
California water supply. This project has
been processed in the routine manner and
was contemplated for inclusion in the 1951
public-works appropriation bill. However,
the immediate urgency of the project has be-
come apparent with the current summer
Beason.

2, The estimated total cost of the project
is $660,000. It is the opinion of the Navy
Department that since this is an extension of
the present water system of the station, it
is not a new facility and does not require
separate authorization.

3. It is requested that action be initiated
to have the Bureau of the Budget forward
this project immediately to the Congress so
that it may be included In an appropriation
bill during the current session of the Con-
press.

Francis P, MATTHEWS,

Marine Corps air station, El Toro,
Calif.: Additional water supply-- $660, 000

This project provides for the construction
of facilities and connection to the Metropoli-
tan Water District of Southern California,
Orange County feeder, to deliver and main-
tain an adequate supply of water to the stor-
age reservoir on the Marine Corps air sta-
tion, El Tore, from which the water can
be distributed through the present systern.

The cwrrent water supply is provided by
pumping wells located within the statlon
boundaries in the immediate vicinity of
the water treatment plant and in an area
from which other wells are drawing water
for private irrigation. All pumps must oper-
ate 24 hours per day to meet the basic mini-
mum regquirements of the station and, at
times the demand exceeds the supply leaving
no margin or safety factor for emergencies
or fire fighting. This condition requires
stringent rationing of water during the sum-
mer months. In all, six wells have been
drilled and two other drillings attempted. Of
these wells, 1, 2, 5, and 6 are in operation,
‘Well 3 was abandoned when drilled because
no water yilelding strata were encountered,
and well 4 was used only a short time, then
placed out of service because of high sand
production. The other two drillings, at-
tempted during early 1949, were abandoned
as the result of the very unfavorable outlook
at the sites. The records of well drilling
in this area, as & whole, indicate that one dry
or poor producing well is drilled for every
producing well.

The Marine Corps air station, El Toro, and
the surrounding area, faces a critical short-
age of ground water due to the continued
overdraft by pumping of approximately
12,000 acre-feet a year. This draw-down re-
sults in a dangerous saline encroachment of
ocean water in the Orange County area with
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the possible loss of the fresh water supply.
‘Water-level records avallable for the station
wells indicate that pumping levels are at,
or below, sea level with the pumping level
of well 8 about 70 feet below sea level. It is
considered urgent that this project be con-
structed at the earliest possible date in order
to provide an ample and permanent supply
of water to the Marine Corps air station, El
Toro, and in the interest of preserving the
ground water of Orange County. In lowering
the water demand of this area by providing
this activity with a new source of supply,
it may be possible for the ground water level
to replenish itself and thereby serve as an
emergency reserve.

The general manager of the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California, in his
letter to commandant, Eleventh Naval Dis-
trict, dated August 6, 1948, furnished the
following Information:

(a) The price of water will be about $40
per acre-foot.

(b) Apparently,
charge.

(c) The quantity of water available is
2,000,000 gallons daily.

(d) The delivery rate will be limited to 130
percent the annual average rate.

(e) The point of delivery is fixed at a point
near Willitts and Bristol Streets in Santa
Ana, upstream from a certain pressure regu-
lating valve.

(f) All costs of constructing the delivery
line and the outlet connection must be done
by the Navy.

This project proposes to tie the water sup=-
ply system of the Marine Corps air station,
El Toro into the Orange County feeder of
the Metropolitan Water District with the
connection being made north of existing pres-
sure reducing valve on Bristol Street south of
Willitts Street in Santa Ana, Calif.

The cost break-down is as follows:

Total cost
14,000 1linear-feet 18-inch 150-

pound class concrete cylinder

pipe under city pavement_...... $210, 000
16,000 linear-feet 16-inch 150~

pound class concrete cylinder

there Is no minimum

pipe outside ety oo 176, 000
22,000 linear-feet 150-foot head
spun concrete pipe. - cocoeaee-o 220, 000
Valves, meters, and fittings_______. 15, 000
Relnforced concrete structures.... 39, 000
Total 660, 000

El Toro is the only Marine Corps air sta-
tion on the west coast and will remain in an
active operating status, The mission of the
statlion Is as follows:

Support of fleet marine air group, utility
aircraft class A overhaul and repair activi-
ty and aviation supply activity. This re-
quires facllities to support regular operations
by a Marine aircraft wing composed of two
fighter groups, two Marine ground controlled
interceptor squadrons, one transport squad-
ron, one utility squadron, and one instru-
ment training squadron,

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, the committee has considered
the amendment offered by the Senator
fro::z California, and has no objection
to it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from California
[Mr. ENOWLAND].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WILEY, Mr. President, I might
suggest that a good way to handle the
oleo proposition would be to get unani-
mous consent to take it to conference.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. I do not
believe my unanimous consent would
have very much weight with the com-
mittee.

AUGUST 26_:

USE OF OLEOMARGARINE OR BUTTER
SUBSTITUTES FOR OTHER THAN COOK-
* ING PURPOSES

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it will
take a few minutes to handle certain de-
tails in connection with matters which
I should like to have inserted in the
RECORD.

There is nothing I can add to the
statement of defense which the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. Wiey] made this
afternoon. Therefore I ask unanimeus
consent to have my speech on that sub-
ject printed in the body of the Recorb.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,’
as follows: |

On June 23 of this year I dispatched a
letter to the Senator from Tennessee [Mr,
McEErLAr] expressing my own position rela=
tive to the reinstatement of the butter pro-
viso in the Military Establishment Appropria-|
tion bill. That letter is already a part of the
record of the hearings before the subcom-'
mittee of the Committee on Appropriations.
In it I stated that the following proviso
should be reinstated in the language of the
bill, and I quote:

“Provided, That none of the money ap-
propriated in this act shall be used for the
purchase of oleomargarine or butter sub-
stitutes for other than cooking purposes,’
except to supply an expressed preference
therefor or for use where climatic or other
conditions render the use of butter Imprac-~
ticable.”

Now, obviously, the wording of that proviso
is broad enough to cover the question of pref-
erence in table spreads, since it specifically
states that oleomargarine may be bought
to supply an expressed preference for oleoc on
the part of the men and women in uniform.
It also states with perfect clarity that clee-
margarine may be purchased for use where-
ever climatic conditions operate against the
use of butter. The oleo propagandists can-
not justly complain of disecrimination against
their product in either of these
Therefore, we must look further in otder ta
discover the reasons for their sudden in-
sistence on replacing butter with oleo-
margarine on the mess tables of our Military
Establishment.

Mr, President, I am speaking now not only
as a sponsor of a motion to restore this pro-
viso to the language of the bill, but also as a
member of the Armed Services Committee.
As a member of that committee, I have been
very close to the problem of feeding and sup-
plying our troops, and consider myself to he
reasonably familiar with the needs and
wishes of our service men and women. I
would prefer to be heard as a member of that
committee, because much of the fight to re-
store the butter proviso has been led by
Senators from dairy States. My own great
State of Oregon, while it is rich in dairy
farms, is not primarily a dairy State, and L
feel that I am speaking equally for the resi-
dents of Portland and other citles as well as
for the best interests of agriculture as a
whole when I urge that this proviso be
restored.

I am advised that there was a significant
factor which has not been mentioned in this
debate in connection with the adoption of
the butter proviso by the Seventy-first Con-
gress. This factor had to do with the con-
flict between the executive and the legislative
branches of the Government at the time.
Heads of departments were then insistent
that they have complete administrative dis-
cretion as to the administration of their own
activities, and it was felt in Congress that
some of this discretion was subject to abuse,
This conflict between the legislative and the
executive branches was settled when Con-
gress took into its own hands the direction
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of certdin purchases for the armed forces,
among other things.

The Seventy-first Congress had discovered
that a certain amount of oleomargarine ‘vas
being forced upon enlisted men, although
officers were eating butter as usual. The
Seventy-first Congress accordingly inserted
the butter proviso into the Military Establish-
ment appropriation bill of 1932 for the ex-
press purpose of protecting the health and
well-being of our boys in uniform in all parts
of the world. It sought to insure, by legal
means, that our soldlers would always have
butter wherever and whenever it was feasible
to serve it, because butter is a basic food
essential to a balanced diet.

True, butter had long been the recognized
table spread in the Army prior to that time,
bhut the proviso now in question was designed
to protect our armed forces against possible
arbitrary substitution, by Executive order, of
#n inferior imitation. For 18 years the wis-
dom of that proviso had never been ques-
tioned, except by the oleo lobby. For 18
years no Member of the Senate or the House
had seriously proposed that we snatch butter
from the mess tables of our armed forces, and
replace it with a wholly synthetic substitute,
Now, however, the indefatigable ocleo lobby
believes that the time is ripe to deplete the
butter proviso from the National Military
Establishment appropriation bill for 1950.

What is the excuse for this proposed ac-
tion? I shall glve you the exact wording of
the report which seeks to condone the
elimination of the butter proviso I have al-
ready quoted, plus the paragraph which
follows it. The second proviso, which was
also deleted, read as follows:

“Provided further, That no part of this
or any other appropriation contained in
this act shall be available for the procure-
ment of any article of food or clothing not
grown or produced in the United States or
its possessions, except to the extent that
the Secretary of the Army shall determine
that articles of food or clothing grown or
produced in the United States or its pos-
eessions cannot be procured of satisfactory
guality and in sufficient quantities and at
reasonable prices as and when needed, and
except procurements by vessels in foreign
waters and by establishments located cut-
side the continental United States, except
the Territorles of Hawall and Alaska, for
the personnel attached thereto."

In excusing the ellmination of both these
provisions the House committee report said:

“The first proviso is unduly restrictive
and imposes legal limitations upon what
eghould properly be a matter of administra-
tive discretion in the operatlon of the Army.
For this reason, and in the interests of pos-
sible economies, the committee has deleted
the proviso. The second proviso is not nec-
easary, since the subject matter is covered
by permanent law in the act of March 3,
1933 (U. 8. C. 10a), and it has been deleted
in the interests of brevity.”

You will note that the butter proviso is
characterized as being "unduly restrictive"”
because it imposes legal limitations upon
administrative discretion. But let me re-
mind my colleagues that this very question
was the one which the Seventy-first Con-
gress undertook to settle once and for all
by writing the butter proviso into the ap-
propriation bill for 1932. That Congress
was unwilling to leave such matters as the
proper equipment and feeding of the Army
to “administrative discretion.” The Con-
gress deliberately sought to prevent arbi-
trary executive decisions in such matters,
and did prevent it, by the wording in the very
proviso which is under discussion today.

The House committee report also deleted
8 second proviso, as I have already mentioned,
which merely stated that no part of the ap-
propriation should be available for the pro-
curement of food or clothing not grown or
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produced in the United States or its posses-
slons, unless the Secretary of the Army
should determine that such articles could
not be procured of satisfactory quality and
in sufficlent quantity at reasonable prices.
The House committee report claimed that
this second proviso was not necessary, since
the subject matter was covered by perma-
nent law. But what did the Senate com-
mittee say about his matter?

In the matter of the proviso for the pro-
tection of our cattle raisers, which I also
favor, the Senate committee was not at all
satisfied that purchases of meat for the Army
could be left to executive discretion. Nor
was it satisfied that the question of “reason-
able prices” was amply covered by law. On
the contrary, it wrote into the language of
the Military Establishment appropriation
bill a much more restrictive proviso covering
meat purchases than was ever contemplated
by the wording of the proviso for butter. It
did.not hesitate to trample on executive toes
by telling the Army exactly how it should
buy its meat—and let me repeat that I am
thoroughly in favor of the Senate commit-
tee's action in this respect.

Furthermore, not being satisfied with the
law in regard to meat purchases, the Sen-
ate committee went on to express in great
detail its wishes in this matter, and in its
own language. It was not satisfied that the
phrase “at reasonable prices” would give ade-
quate protection to our cattle raisers, so it
called for purchases—and I quote — "at
United States market prices.” Where does
this leave the arguments for the deletion of
the butter proviso?

If the rigid provision which was designed
to safeguard our cattle industry is not an
undue legal limitation upon what should
properly be a matter of administrative dis-
cretion, and I believe that it is not, why
should it be argued that the butter proviso
interferes with the operation of the Army?
And if the necessary and Iimportant pro-
visions for the procurement of meat are not
satisfactorily covered by permanent law, in
the opinion of the Senate committee, how
can we now say that the purchase of table
spreads at reasonable prices should be de-
leted “for reasons of brevity"?

If the permanent law is not specific enough
to cover the question of supplying meat to
men in uniform, why should we assume that
purchases of table spreads are amply cov-
ered by the same law? And if we can tell
the Army, as we should, not only how to buy
its meat but how much to pay for it, how
can we assure dairy farmers that the Army’s
purchases of butter ought to be left to exec-
utive discretion?

It may be sald that these are the argu-
ments of dairy farmers intent on the per-
petuation of their own selfish interests, but
to this I would reply that it is no more self-
ish for dairy farmers to seek the continua-
tion of their vital industry than for the cat-
tle raisers to scek—as they should—a con-
tinued and profitable market for livestock,
Both forms of animal agriculture are ex-
tremely important to our American way of
life. No Senator on this floor today would
willingly injure either of these two branches
of our agricultural economy. It is natural
and right for dairymen and cattlemen to
ask for our consideration of their problems,
and it is natural and right that we should
give them full measure of such considera-
tion in return.

Nor may it be said that the oleomarga-
rine interests are entirely unselfish in seek-
ing to force their product on men and women
in uniform. For 18 years the butter proviso
has stipulated that oleo may be purchased
and served to our armed forces where there
is an expressed preference for substitute
butter instead of real butter. Because no
considerable number of service people have
asked for oleomargarine, the oleo lobby now
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secks to make the armed forces eat oleo
whether they like it or not. This strikes me
as the height of selfishness. i
No one seriously contends that the in-
terests of 28 oleomargarine manufacturers
are superior to those of 2,500,000 dairy farm-
ers scattered throughout every State in the
Union. No one seriously contends that cleo-
margarine is better than butter, even when
colored yellow In imitation of butter. No
one seriously contends that the climates of
cur varlous outposts throughout the world
are such that oleomargarine ought to be sub=-
stituted for 50 percent of the butter now
procured by the armed forces, which is the
proportion sought by the oleo lobbyists.
The arguments of the oleomargarine pro=
ponents simply do not hold water. I do not
belleve that the citizens of my great State
of Oregon, whether they be farmers or city
people, would be willing to see their friends
and relatives in uniform do without butter
merely to accommodate the oleomargarine
interests. I could not expect the voters of
my State to accept the oleo propaganda line
in this matter, and I do not aceept it myself,
On the contrary, I urge my colleagues to re-
instate the butter proviso, in the interests of
common sense, and thus to preserve the con-
fldence reposcd in us by the families of
American soldiers, sallors and airmen.

CREDIT AND BUYING PRACTICES IN THE
PACIFIC NORTHWEST

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have inserted in
the body of the REcorp, as a part of my
remarks, a very interesting letter sent to
me by Mr. Mike Jenny, which he wrote
to a number of businessmen in the State
of Oregon, after completing a survey in
the Pacific Northwest in regard to what
is happening to the credit and the buy-
ing practices of a large number of con-
sumers in that section of the Nation.
Mr. Jenny is the president and manager
of the Pioneer Service Co., of Oregon. In
essence, this letter shows that a great
many consumers are at present buying
far in excess of true purchasing power,
and that installment buying is once again
placing in jeopardy the credit of a good
many consumers. Mr. Jenny points out
very clearly in his letter that the mer-
chants and businessmen of the country
had better take stock hefore it is too
late. He tells what is happening to the
ability of the consumers to buy, and sug-
gests to American business that it better
give heed to the n=ed of reducing prices,
so that businessmen will not wake up
too late and discover that they have a
lot of credit on their books and that the
debtors will never have the ability to meet
their obligations.

There being no cbjection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

GENTLEMEN: I have just returned from a
f-weck trip which tock me through eastern
Oregon, the biggest part of Idaho, and part
of Nevada, and after having a sales meeting
of our district managers from Idaho, Utah,
and Nevada at Burley, Idaho, I have another
in"eresting report on conditions that pertain
to the four States the Ploneer Service Co.
operates credit boards in.

These figures that I am giving you are
obtained from personal contacts that both
my men and myself make daily; and when
all is sald and done I think these individual
contacts are the most valuable that business-
men can get. They are not like having some-
one sitting back in Washington and other
eastern and middle western centers report
to you buslnessmen of the Northwest. This
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information has been gathered from bankers,
professional men (such as doctors, dentists,
and hospital heads), all sorts of men con-
nected with the building trade, sawmills, cat-
tle and sheep men, mining men, farmers—
in fact, men from all walks of life. I mean
the men who carry the nosebag or the lunch
bucket, white-collar workers, and retired
businessmen.

The main question that my salesmen and
I asked all of these men was, “Just supposing
you were working on a salary somewhere be-
tween $2,400 and 3,000 a year, or less, taking
an average of four to the family, how would
you apportion your expenses?” Virtually
€ ‘erybody conceded that it costs at least $100
& month or more for grocerles, meat, and
milk. We took a low average of $50 a month
rent, with water and light bills. Then when
the smoke cleared away they agreed that they
would have very little left to start in paying
for medical supplies, clothing, fuel, and doe-
tor and dental bills—nothing for taxzes, and
nothing for entertainment. According fto
one of our leading financial magazines, 53
percent of the families today are living on
§3,000 a year or less; mostly less.

Now, gentlemen, consumer credit is hitting
around the nine billion mark. More and
more people are going in debt for automo-
biles and other electrical contrivances, such
as refrigerators, washers, and radios; and,
due to the fact that there iz no OPA, and
Regulation W has been raised, doesn’t this
make a beautiful picture for the average
business and professional men for the future?

I am not a pessimist; far from it. I am
just one businessman who likes to lay the
cards on the table face up and see what they
tell. Any man, regardless of who he is—
banker or other—who can read the future
at all accurately certainly must be psychlic.
I haven't talked to one man, regardiess of
his social position, who will truthfully admit
that he knows what It Is all about. In fact,
onc banker who atiended the Sun Valley
Convention told a certain Idaho business-
man who asked him what he thought, “Your
guess 1s as good as mine. When I sit down
and talk to my colleagues, I simply don't
know what to tell them."”

New, here is the conclusion I have drawn
after carefully reading the biggest of the
Nation’s financial magazines and some of our
biggest and latest newspapers, and after con-
tacting several hundred businessmen in all
walks of life as well as private individuals
who work for a living: Unless the high cost
of groceries and rentals is kept down, the
people who spend the money—that is, the
working class—can’t buy cars, washers, and
radios, furniture, and other consumer credit
articles unless they buy at the expense of
the merchants., Consumer credit is pyramid-
ing at a rate faster than ever before; and
unless something is done to reduce the high
cost of edibles it will be impossible for these
people to buy cars and electrical contrivances
and keep the factories running, because,
gentlemen, they are not making enough
money to do so.

I am going to ask each one of you this in-
dividual question: Taking a look at your
own immediate cost of groceries, rent, water,
light, telephone bills, and other expenses,
how much money has a man on a salary that
runs between two and three thousand dol-
lars left after his necessary expenses are
paid? It doesn't take a phrenologist to give
the answer. And, remember, 53 percent of
our people are living in that category, or on
even less.

I heard a commentator talk over one of our
national hook-ups last Monday night. I
think It was Arthur Gates. He had been asked
to relate the conditions that he found in
some of the New England States. I was
dumbfounded, because what he reported
wos 50 much worse than our conditions in
the Northwest. Our lumber situation in Ore-
gon is certainly a long way off the beam,
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g0 many mills have either closed or are clos-
ing. Fires, also, are taking quite a few of
them. That means that a lot of men are
being thrown out of employment; and that
in turn has far-reaching effects on most all
of the industries in the Northwest, and will
probably extend further back into the manu-
facturing districts.

After talking to quite a few salesmen who
sell meat and other groceries, it seems to
me that one of the biggest faults of our
present economy is that many times the
wholesale price cut isn't extended on to the
consumer. I think there is a tendency to
forget that the war iz over and the gravy
train has stopped running. Some merchants
are making a sad mistake. They figure that
they are still getting their long prices; but
their cash customers are being forced to
say, "Please charge it.” These people are
honest, but they have no sales resistance.
This being a seller’s market, many firms
are putting their salesman in the field to sell
these people cars and electrical contrivances;
and before they know it these pecple are
oversold. Now, it is true that many of them
are selling with just as little down payment
as possible In order to get the merchandise
out of their own stores and warehouses, and
in some cases to get the high finances on
their paper. When these people do buy on
the installment plan, they are not going to
allow this merchandise to be repossessed
if they can stall the average merchant, the
doctor, the dentist, and the hospital.

If you could walk into our State and divi-
sion office here in Eugene and see the thou-
sands of names that the merchants and pro-
fessional men are being forced to service in
order to get their money, you would under-
stand more about what I am trying to put
across in this letter to you.

Now, our Pioneer Service Co., gentlemen, is
your own organization. When you consider
that it is the largest organization of business
and professional men in the Northwest, you
can see why we are able to give you informa-
tion that is absolutely correct, in almost every
case, because the debtor rates himself and
the names come in over the signatures of all
our members. There i3 no guesswork on
the information that we print for you in our
monthly eredit reports. That is one reason
why the Ploneer Service Credit Board infor-
mation is so valuable to you. The average
businessman will give us this information
much sooner because he doesn't have to pay
any commissions on his accounts and so feels
more free to do so.

There is a bright side to the picture, just
as it 18 claimed that every cloud has a silver
lining. We here in the Northwest certainly
ought to thank our lucky stars that we reside
here, because we are not overpopulated and
we have so much construction work to do
on our roads and dams, and there are so many
new schools, hospitals, and other public
buildings that have to be constructed. We
have so much of the raw materials that the
rest of the United States needs that we are
undoubtedly among the favored ones. If
you will notice, you will see that big business
is more than interested in our hydroelectric
power, which means cheaper operating costs
for them, and in turn means more prosperity
for us all.

My suggestion to you is this: Don’t rock
the boat. Don't get overpessimistic. Try
to buy safely and sanely. Don't let anybody
oversell you. If you have any high-priced
stock on your shelves, better do as this issue
of the Nation's Business says: “Get rid of
1t, so you can buy on a falling market.” Don’t
elt back and say, “This article cost me this
much; I have got to have this profit.” Now,
it might go out of style on you and if it
does you won't get that profit—and your
loss 18 golng to be greater than ever.

The sooner the average merchant realizes
that he must take off his coat, get his head
out of the clouds and his feet off the desk,
and really goes to work, the better for him,
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If a lot of our credit stores only knew it,
the attitude they are taking by holding prices
up Is “duck soup™ for the cash stores. Don’t
think for a minute that these cash stores
don't make a good profit. They know they
can gell for less if they can get the volume.

Here, gentleman, is food for thought, and
I am standing behind every word I have
written here 100 percent. If you could have
made the contacts fhat I have made recently
and that my district managers have made
and reported to me, you would understand
exactly how I feel,

Now, your credit department is the heart
of your business. The Pioneer Service Co,
throughout all these years has built up a vast
reservoir of credit information that is second
to none, and it is at your disposal at all
times. Please watch that Blue Book that
comes to you every 6 months. Quite a lot
of our banks do not wish to loan any money
on consumer credit to a man whose name is
on that Blue Book; because, if a man couldn't
pay his bill in the last 6 months, how is he
going to pay in the next 6 months? You are
going to find, gentlemen, that if you don't
get your money off your books in the next
few months you are not going to get it after
Christmas because people always overbuy at
Christmas.

If you men as a body cannot collect your
money by shutting off an individual's buy-
ing power by not extending him credit, how
in the name of common sense can you col-
lect it through legal departments when every
law that I can read is made to protect the
dead beat? This is what I mean: Whenever
a man can take bankruptey for as low as
$75 and pay all his bills, and do it every 6
years, where do you have any protection, re-
gardless of how much he owes? This is not
& pleasant picture, is 1t? That is why your
Pioneer Service Co. claims it is the greatest
and cheapest collection service in existence,
and that is why so many of our business-
men have remsained our cllents through the
last 20 to 30 years that we have been in busi-
ness. That reputation alone, gentlemen,
speaks for itself.

My suggestion to you Is to get out your
Pioneer Service statement book. If any of
your debtors won't answer a decent letter
from you, or our little slip, “Credit is your
greatest asset,” I would say send them your
first Pioneer Service credit board letter that
glves them 10 days to come In and at least
part-pay or arrange to pay their bill. Do
not carry them longer, because after you
carry your accounts 60 days you are paying
interest on your own money. Ploneer Serv-
ice application form for credit cards are now
more valuable than ever because they give
you the information you need in regard to
consumer credit and earning power. By
checking these cards carefully, you know
how much credit the individual should have.

We are getting more inquiries today for our
service (even from other States where we do
not operate in such a large way as we do in
Oregon, Idaho, Utah, and Nevada) than we
have ever had before. Our service is effective
anywhere in the United States and Canada
and Alaska.

While I know this letter 1s quite lengthy,
I have gone into some detail because other
businessmen, including bankers, tell me that
the reason they like the letters the Pioneer
Service Co. is putting out is that they
deal more particularly with our own trade
area.

Please feel free to use our division office
at any time for any Information or as any
other medium of help it can give you.

Thanking you for past favors, I remain,

Bincerely yours,
MIKE JENNEY
(W. H. (Mike) Jenney),
President and General Manager,
Pioneer Service Co., Inc.

P. 8—May I take this opportunity to ask
you merchants to do one thing? Naturally,
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you might say that Pioneer Service is trying
to get more clients, That is true, but the
point I would stress is this: The more mer-
chants in the different counties and States
we can have in our State-wide credit boards,
the safer it will be for you merchants to do
business on a credit basis. So many people
are skipping around over the country, from
Btate to State, that this exchange of infor-
mation helps to protect us all. So I hope you
will try your best to get your neighbors in-
terested. None of us knows what the future
holds. Remember, gentlemen, the strength
of the pack is in all the wolves, not in just
a single wolf. The dead beats have always
been organized, and the only way to offset
this is for all business and professional men
to work through BState-wide organizations
ard out of one division cffice such as your
own Ploneer Service office at Eugene, Oreg.

TAX EVASION BY NONPROFIT TRUSTS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp as part of my remarks a very
informative article on tax evasion by non-
profit trusts, published in the Oregon
Voter on August 13, 1949. I think it is
one of the best articles on that subject
I have read.

There heing no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrbD,
as follows:

Tax EvAsionN BY NoNPROFIT TRUSTS

With Loyola University purchase of Lake
County sawmill and another California edu-
cational trust purchasing a hotel in Grants
Pass and several commercial enterprises in
Jackson County, the enterprises so owned
become exempt from corporation excise tax
in Oregon and enjoy that much advantiage
over industrial and commercial enterprises
which must pay State excise tax. Up to
date these institutions also have been able
to withdraw industrial and commercial enter-
prises from income taxes levied on corpora-
ticns by the Federal Governinent, thus ob-
taining even greater tax advantage over their
competitors.

Contracts by which some of these proper-
ties are bought provide that payment to the
private owners is to be made in installments
of the exact amount of excise tax to be saved
by the conversion from taxable to tax-ex-
empt status. Some of the purchase con-
tracts also provide that the selling owners
continue in management of the properties
under the new ownership. Thus the new
owners acquire the properties without any
cash outlay by themselves, while the former
owners receive a high enough long-range
price to induce them to part with their own-
ership ia consideration of recelving as pay-
ments the sums which as private owners they
would have been required to pay in Federal
and State taxes on corporations. The ar-
rangement is an ingenious one. It has been
exposed in national publications and has
bzen denounced In Congress and in the legis-
latures of States thus deprived of State reve-
nues and whose private enterprises thus are
subjected to tax-free competition,

Issue was sharply before the House Tax
Committee of the 1949 legislature, but the
best legal talent in the State was unable to
formulate language which would correct the
evil without threat of even more severe dam-
age to Oregon’s tax-exempt eleemosynary and
educational institutlons,

Nearest approach to a solution was a pro=
poeal that 80 percent of the net income from
such operations be devoted to the objects
of the religious, charitable, or educational
institution. Each such institution would
be required to report its income from all
sources and its disbursements. As there
are some thousand churches in Oregon; in-
stitutions of higher learning and charitable
orders, which haye heavy investments in in-
come-bearing properties; numerous charities
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both in and out of the State chest; and
numerous socleties (such as Red Cross, TB,
etc.) maintained by contributions, the re=
porting requirements would be a great
burden., Few of these agencies (outside of
colleges like Reed, Willamette, Lewis & Clark,
Linfield, Fox, and the major agencies of the
chest) have an accounting set-up adaptable
to annual net income analysis and reporting.
any such agencies operate commercial ven-
tures as part of their public work—such as
college bookstores, college restaurants, the
Good Will factory and stores, the Salvation
Army store, etc. Numerous churches own
income properties and have activities which
yield profit for them for their own reli-
gious purposes. For all of such agencies
to be compelled to set up a system of tax
accounting in order to meet the 90 percent
requirement for exemption would impose a
cost bu.rien on them which in turn would
have to be met by asking further contribu-
tions by their members or from the public.
The added cost probably would exceed by
far any early exira recovery that could be
made for the State.

Facing that very practical difficulty, as out-
lined by the heads of educational, charitable,
and religious corporations, and being in-
formed that the United States Treasury De-
partment and congressional committees were
endeavoring to work out a formula that
would accomplish the desired result without
doing injury to institutions dependent on
contributions and not on commerclal opera-
tions which they could acquire without cash
outlay, the tax committee decided to lay the
problem over until the 1851 session.

Tax Administration News now reports
progress in Congress, and also legislation en-
acted by the Province of Ontarlo. We guote,
condensing:

ONTARIO PLAN

“Ontario act is unique; it represents an
effort to curtail the growing practice of tax-
free-organizations acquiring income-produc-
ing properties and thereby withdrawing them
from the tax rolls. Under the new law such
institutions are prohibited from holding
more than a 10 percent interest in any busi-
ness. If recelved by gift, any excess over 10
percent must be disposed of within 7 years.
Bo long as more than 10 percent is held the
institution is required to report, under crim-
inal penalties. Religious institutions are ex-
cluded from the provisions of the act.”

FEDERAL PROPOSAL

*United States Senate subcommittee rec-
ommends amendment of Internal Revenue
Code 50 no trust will receive benefits of tax
exemption unless it pays 85 percent of each
year’s gross income to its beneficiary; and all
such trusts which invest in or lend to con-
cerns which manufacture goods which later
enter into interstate commerce shall register,
file reports, and file independent audits with
Secretary of Commerce; all such agreements,
reports, and audits to be public records.”

Forrest E. Cooper, Lakeview attorney, took
the primary initiative in bringing the situa-
tion to the attention of the Oregon Legisla-
ture. He was given active support by legis~
lators, taxpayers, and commercial organiza-
tions of Lake, Klamath, Jackson, and Joseph-
ine Countles. The issue will be pressed in
1951, and it behooves the trustees of tax-free
institutions and the taxed competitors of
tax-free enterprises to look to their respective
interests,

PRICE SITUATION WITH RESPECT TO
CERTAIN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp, as part of my re-
marks, a very informative letter written
by Mr. Morton Tompkins, master of the
Oregon State Grange, to the Secretary
of Agriculture. I suggest that Members
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of the Senate give heed to the problem
which the master of our State Grange
points out in respect to what is happen-
ing in the so-called perishable commod-
ity segments of agriculture, with particu-
lar reference to the fruit industry,

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows: 7

JoLy 20, 1949,
Hon. CHARLES BRANNAN,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, D. C,

Dear Mg, BRANNAN: This letter is for the
purpose of calling to your attention two very
serious situations relating to agriculture
which we face here in the Pacific Northwest
and, we presume, which are duplicated in
nearly every other section of the Nation,

1. Growers of soft fruits in this section are
face to face with a price situation which will
mean financial ruin for many of them and is
causing the needless waste of thousands of
tons of fruit. Let me give a few illustrations.

(a) With the apricot harvest about mid-
way, to our knowledge not a single canner
has yet moved to make an offer of purchase
to any grower. The talk in the cannery trade
is that, if and when they do, they will offer
no more than $40 for No. 1's, with substan-
tially less for No. 2's. Canners paid $60 last
year.

(b) Canneries paid $70 a ton for peaches
in 1848. This year, with the start of the har-
vest just a few weeks away, growers are talk-
ing hopefully of a price of $40, but to date
there has been no move on the part of the
canners to offer even that amount.

(c) In 1048 canners pald $45 a ton for
prunes, Talk among the canners is that they
expect to pay not more and probably less
than §30.

(d) Pears commanded $130 a ton last year,
Canners expect to pay no more than $60 this
year.

(e) The 1948 price of logan-, young-, and
boysenberries was 12 cents a pound. This
Year they are paying 6 cents, which is hardly
more than the cost of picking.

(f) With only a 50-percent crop, canners
paid only 14 cents a pound for strawberries
this year, compared with 21 cents last year,
& 331 -percent cut.

With respect to apricots, strawberries,
logan-, young-, and boysenberries, it 1s
probably too late to do anything this year.
Many apricot growers are seriously consider-
ing pulling out- their orchards because of
the loss they are sustaining.

May I point out that all of the foregoing
crops are of a type which require a sub-
stantial investment over a considerable peri-
od of time before the grower recelves any
returns,

Lacking a more adequate solution, which
we believe should be provided in whatever
long-range farm legislation Congress enacts,
may we urge that immediate action be taken
by Commodity Credit in bolstering this price
situation through purchases as was done with
pears a season or 0 ago. The situation is
critical.

2. Closely related to the foregoing prob-
lem is another situation which we feel merits
a full-scale congressional investigation, As
you well know, there is a very natural in-
clination on the part of the consumers to
blame farmers—and support prices—for high
retail prices.

May I call your attention to a couple of
cases Which come to mind which demonstrate
that such is not the case.

Last year potatoes were being supported
in this area at an f. o. b. price of $2.35
& hundred, The retail price was generally
around b cents a pound. This year the sup-
port is 2140 and the retail price is still
at 5 cents a pound and in many instances
higher,
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During the past several weeks prices of
grass fat cattle, calves and lambs have taken
cuts of 25 percent or more, with little or
no reduction in retail meat prices. Packers
report that meat consumption is down and
that accounts for the low prices they are
paying for livestock. We contend that if
mark-ups on meat were reduced to where
they normally should be that consumption
would increase materially.

One of the best examples which comes to
mind is strawberries. You will recall that
earlier in this letter I mentioned that pro-
ducer prices of strawberries were reduced
from 21 cents In 1048 to 14 cents this year,
a 33 t cut. What has happened to
the retail price of frozen strawberries? They
have dropped from an average of 54 cents to
47 cents on the new pack, a 13 percent cut,
and every penny of it out of the producer’s

i

From this it would appear that food proc-
essors and distributors are retaining all of
their high mark-ups of previous seasons and
taking whatever price adjustments which
geem necessary or expedient directly out of
the pocket of the farmer, all the while letting
him get the blame for high prices of food-
stuffs. Frankly, we don't like it.

Examples of this kind may be found with
respect to almost any agricultural crop one
might name. A congressional investigation
of this phase of our economy could not help
but bring to light some startling facts and
could, in and of itself, supply the incentive
whereby it could be largely corrected.

May I again urge that you give these mat-
ters your mosft serious attention.

Sincerely,
MorToN TOMPKINS,
Master, Oregon State Grange.

NATIONAL MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT
APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill (H. R. 4146) making appropria-
tions for the National Security Council,
the National Security Resources Board,
and for military functions administered
by the National Military Establishment
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950,
and for other purposes.

Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr. President, I
should like to call up the amendment
which I offered a few days ago. I ask
unanimous consent that that may be
done.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., Mr., President,
reserving the right to object, I under-
stand from talking with the Senator from
Minnesota that his amendment is agree-
able to the committee.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina has been in
charge of this class of legislation. If the
amendment be agreed to, he will not offer
the amendment which the committee
authorized him to offer.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am informed
that it will make it a little easier for
business concerns to get contracts from
the armed services.

Mr. HUMPHREY, That is correct.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The CrHIEF CLERK. On page 99, after
line 19, it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing new section:

Sec. 634. (a) Insofar as practlcable, the
Becretary of Defense shall assist American
small business to participate equitably In
the furnishing of commeodities and services
financed with funds appropriated under this
act by making available or causing to be
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madde avallable to suppliers in the United
States, and particularly to small independ-
ent enterprises, information, as far in ad-
vance as possible, with respect to purchases
proposed to be financed with funds appro-
priated under this act, and by making avail-
able or causing to be made availlable to pur=

and contracting agencies of the Na-
tional Military Establishment information as
to commodities and services produced and
furnished by small independent enterprises
in the United States, and by otherwise help-
ing to give small business an opportunity to
participate in the furnishing of commodi-
tles and services financed with funds ap-
propriated by this act.

(b) The Secretary shall appoint a special
assistant to advise and asslst him in carrying
out the foregoing subsection (a). A report
of all activities under this section shall be
prepared and transmitted to the Congress as
soon as practicable after June 30, 1950.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma., Mr,
President, I believe there is one word in
that amendment which should come out.
The guggestion of the Senator from
South Carolina was that in line 8, page
2, of the amendment, after the word
“appoint,” there should be inserted the
words “or assign”; so that it would read
“appoint or assign a special assistant to
advise and assist him,” and so forth.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Minnesota care to modify
his amendment in that respect?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I do.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Minnesota,
a8 modified.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, the amendments have been
completed with respect to money. I wish
to occupy just a moment. The monetary
items as reported have been approved,
f’nd reductions have been made as fol-
ows:

Cash reductions in a total amount of
$540,981,322,

Contraet authorizations have been re-
duced by the sum of $577,755,000.

This makes a total in this particular
bill of eash and contraet authorization
reductions in the total sum of $1,118,-
736, 322,

The bill makes a reseission in the
stock-piling program in the total sum of
$275,000,000.

So that if the bill as passed is agreed
to in conference it will carry a total
reduction, in cash and contract auther-
izations, in the total sum of $1,393,-
736, 322.

This is the largest reduction ever
agreed to in any appropriation bill ever
passed hy the Senate.

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator includes
contract authorizations in the reduction
he states?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The ap-
propriation is not made now for a con-
tract authorization, but when we grant a
contract authorization, in effect the ap-
propriation is not made now, but it is to
be made next year. It is the same thing
as an appropriation, but it has delayed
action.

I wish to compliment the Senate on
agreeing to these items, and I compli-
ment also two members of the Appro-
priations Committee staff who have been
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assigned especially to look after this
bill. One is Mr. Francis H. Hewitt, the
secretary of the subcommittee, and the
other, Mr. Kimball Sanborn, special staff
member assigned to the Military Depart-
ment Subcommitiee.

Mr. President, this morning the Wash-
ington Post carried a story with respect
to these reductions, and I have prepared
a brief statement which I ask to have
printed in the REcomrp as a part of my
remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
Jection?

There being being no objection, the
statement was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

This morning’s Washington Post carried a
page 1 story to the effect. that “Defense
Secretary Johneon was following instructions
from the President when he ordered 147,000
civilian and military personnel cut from the
Military Establishment.” The story quotes
the President as having sald this yesterday.

In the past few days much has been said
and written about the directives of the Pres-
ident and the Secretary of Defense in re-
ducing expenditures for the Department of
Defense.

I think it only falr to point out that the
BSenate Appropriations Committee deserves
some of the credit for this econamy move.
In fact, the committee anticipated the
President and the Secretary by at least a
month, for in its report of July 22 the com-
mittee recommended a reduction of §517,-
126,222 in the military budget for this fiscal
year. This is the amount of eash reduction
from the President’s own budget estimates.
The reduction from the House-approved
bill, of course, is much higher, amounting
to $1,118,736,322 In cash and contract au-
thorizations plus §275,000,000 in stock pil-
ing, or nearly $1,400,000,000 in all.

The reductions in the military appropria-
tion were made with the cooperation of the
Becretary of Defense, and I do not wish to
deflect any credit from him on this score.
However, it was only after considerable
discussion of possible economies—based not
on the Secretary's recommendations but on
committee investigations—that the reduc-
tions as contalned in the committee report
were accepted by the Office of the Secretary
of Defense.

Thus, the impetus for a reduced military
budget, which is infended to strengthen
rather than impair the fighting efficiency of
our armed forces, was furnished by the Sen-
ate Committee on Appropriations and not
by the President nor by the Secretary of
Defense. I make this statement only to
make the record clear and to give credit
where credit is due.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Iyieldto
the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS, Will the Senator
from Oklahoma tell us how the contract
authorizations in this bill compare with
the contract authorizations last year?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The
total of contract authorizations as re-
ported to the Senate was $2,058,546,000.

Mr., WILLIAMS. How much did they
amount to last year?

Mr., THOMAS of Oklahoma. The
amount in the bill as it passed the House
was $2,636,301,000. The amount of con-
tract authorizations in the 1949 bill was
$270,000,000.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The contract au-
thorizations this year, in the pending bill,
are $2,000,000,000 more than they were
last year?
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma,
-mately that.

Mr. WILLIAMS. How do the cash ap-
propriations -compare with last year's
totals?

Mr., THOMAS of Oklahoma. A sup-
plemental bill for 1948 was passed, which
should be considered in reaching a con-
clusion.

Mr. WILLIAMS. There isa 1949 sup-
plemental bill, too; is there not?

Mr. THCMAS of Oklahoma.
‘may be true.

Mr. WILLIAMS. How does the amount
of cash in the pending bill compare with
that in the bill of last year?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The
amount of the appropriations for 1949
were $10,454,477,413. Of course, the
amount in the pending bill is substan-
tialiy higher than in the bill passed last
year,

* Mr. WILLIAMS. Higher by $2,000,-
000,000.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Approxi-

‘mately that. Last year the contract au-
thorizations were such that they had to
‘be paid this year, and this bill carries
the money to pay the authorizations of
last year.
+ Mr. WILLIAMS. That was what I was
asking for first. The contract author-
izations in this bill to be appropriated for
next year, are greater than they were in
last year’s bill?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. This bill
carries the cash to pay authorizations
meadc last year in the total sum of §1,-
8£6,000,000.

Mr. WILLIAMS. But next year’s ap-
propriation bill will have to carry cash
‘'of over $2,000,000,000 for contract au-
thorization?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.
authorizations are eXercised.

Mr. WILLIAMS. So that we are
spending about $2,000,000,000 more than
we spent last year?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. It is true
this bill carries more than last year’s
bill.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Both more money
and more authorizations?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.
ures speak for themselves.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. All the contract
authorizations will not come due to be
paid next year, if my memory is correect.
Some of them will be paid 2 years from
now.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That
may be true. I have not checked that.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I have
a motion which I desire to make, for
appropriate action, and then I wish to
make a very brief statement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will read the motion.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

I move that the bill (H. R. 4146) be re-
committed to the Committee on Appropria-
tions with instructions to reconsider the
amounts provided therein, for budgeted and
nonbudgeted items, and to report the same
back to the Senate with the smaller sums

of money in all appropriations and contract
authorizations wherever there is a difference

between the amounts passed by the House
XoV—T77

Approxi-

That

If the

The fig-
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of Representatives and the amounts recom=
mended by the BSenate Appropriations
Committee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Inasmuch as
an agreement has been made for a vote
on Monday at 2 o'clock on the bill, a
motion to recommit at this time does not
seem to be in order. It will not be in
order before the agreement is consum-
mated and completed. It would be in
order after the Senate had voted on all

‘amendments, and just before a vote on

the bill itself.
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, would

‘it be appropriate for me, then, to with-

hold the proposed motion at this time,
and to submit it at the appropriate time
on Monday?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
thinks so.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Chair.
I should like, if I may, to make a very
brief explanation of the purport of the
motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DOUGLAS. What my motion
aims to do is to put into effect all the
savings which the Senate has made in
comparison with the bill as it passed the
House, but in addition, to effect further
savings of some $275,000,000. There are
24 items, on which the House figures are
lower than the Senate fizures by at least
$400,000 and a great many more where
the House figures are less than those rec-
ommended’ by the Senate committee.
The motion proposes that wherever the
Senate figure is lower than the House
figure we accept the Senate figure, but
that wherever the House figure is lower
than the Senaie figure, we accept the
House figure. In this way, we can com-
bine the economies of both the House
and the Sznate committee.

Mr, President, I have here a list of
the major items on which savings will
occur, which I should like to have per-
mission to insert in the Recorp at this
point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
Jection?

“There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the REcorbp, as
follows: :
Amounts saved on individual items?! if the

Douglas motion is decepted and the Sen-

ate accepts the House of Representalives

amounts in H. R, 4146, where such amounts
are lower than those recommended by the

Senate Appropriations Commitiee

[All figures in milliops]

House
& Item of Rep- S&};Ec Ei;v-

5.8 ‘ regent- g
E | atives | Mittee

3| 23 | Office of Secretary of

Defense. . _...... $9.0] $1L5 $2.5

4| 12 | Retired pay......----| 180,0 ] 180.8 10.8

8| 2| Finance SBervice_.....|1,448,4 [1,453.4 5.0
10|12] Travel - A RS A, 85.7 B.7
14 | 13 | Bubsistence. ... 2550 | 274.9 19.9
16 | & | Regular supplies. 115.0°| 125.0 10.0
17 | 9| Clothing and eq

o R A 192.0 | 207.5| 155

18 | 18 | Incidental expenses_.| 104.9 | 107.3 24
a1 | 25 | Bignal Serviee_....... 200.0,| 207.4 7.4
25| 5 | Engineer Service 125.0°| 1289 3.9
20| 1| Ordnanee...... 730.0 | 757.9| 27.9
30 | 9| Chemical Servi -l 86.0| 303 L3
46 | 16 | Petroloum reserves. .. 0.5 10.0 .B
47 | 11 | Contingent expenses. 1.1 1.7 .6

! Bavings of less than $400,000 on individual items not
listed,
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Amounts saved on individual {tems if the
Douglas motion is accepted and the Sen-
ate accepts the House of Representatives
amounts in H. R. 4146, where such amounts
are lower than those recommended by the
Senate Appropriations Committee—Con.

[All figures in millions
House
Benate
of Rep- Bav-
& § Item resent- S;tz,ltjee ng
ﬂ‘: - atives
52 | 15 | Transportation and
recruiting. _.__.__.. $32.0 | $32.0 $9
57 | 11 | Maintenance of ships.| 357.5 | 358.0 B
85 | 10 | Constructionofships.| 18.7 | 101.7 83.0
8 [ 6| Ordnance and ord-
DANCe StOTes. - ov.nn 220.0 | 220.4 6.4
8 | 24 | Ordnance for new
eonstroction.__._._. 33.6 | S80.3| t46.7
€0 | 20 | Bubsistence. 102.0 | 110.8 8.8
62113 well e 65, 0 680 4.0
83 | 18 | Maintenance 153.0 | 156.8 3.8
65| 3 | Public works.. o 53.2 2
68 | 18 | Gengral expenses..... 125,21 126.9 T
Total savings only on items where
saving isover $400,000. .- —...--.. 273.4

2 Difference is largely due to transfer from 1946 appro-
priation, but would nevertheless be a saving of real
substance, ;

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, if this
program is carried into effect, it will be
a very appreciable addition to the econ-
omy which the committee has alreacy
made. In view of the fact that it looks
as though the deficit for the coming year
wiil be at least $6,000,000,000, and since
we ran behind approximately $1,700,-
000,000 in the first 53 days of this fiscal
year, it seems to me that stringent ac-
tion is called for, and I also believe that
a much more effective way to save is for
us to make economies ourselves, rather
than wash our hands of them and throw
the job upon the Executive.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
may have been in error in stating to the
Senator from Iilinois that his motion
would be in order on Monday, after the
amendments are all disposed of, because
that would nullify the unanimous-con-
sent agreement to vote on the bill at a
given hour. The Chair, therefore, with-
holds his decision on that point until
Monday.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Chair.

I now send to the desk two amend-
ments which I ask to have printed and
lie on the table and also printed in the
RECORD,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ments will be received, printed, and lie
on the table, and, as requested by the
Senator from Illinois, will also be printed
in the RECORD,

The amendments intended to be pro-
posed by Mr. DoucLas are, as follows:

On page 87, line 25, strike out the figure
“$14,040” and insert: “$14,040 on housing
units for generals; £12,040 on housing units
for majors, lieutenant colonels and colonels,
or equivalent; $11,040 on housing units for
second lieutenants, lieutenants, captains,
and warrant officers, or equivalent; nor §10,-
040 on housing units for enlisted personnel.”

On page 88, line 2, after the comma strike
out down to the period on line 4 and insert:
“the cost per unit shall not exceed two
times the cost of such units in the continen-
tal United States: Provided, That the cost
of the land and improvements for all such
housing, both within and outside the con-
tinental United States, shall not exceed 15
percent of the cost of the construction of
such housing units.”
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RECESS

Mr. LUCAS. I move the Senate stand
in recess until 11 o’clock a. m, tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7
o'clock and 10 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess, the recess being, under the
order previously entered, until tomorrow,
Saturday, August 27, 1949, at 11 o'clock
a. m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate August 26 (legislative day of June
2), 1949:

MoTror CaRRIER CLAIMS COMMISSION

Thomeas W. O'Hara, of Wyoming, to be
Chairman of the Motor Carrler Claims Com-
mission.

The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the Motor Carrier Claims Commis-
sion:

Ernest M. Smith, of Georgia.

Frank E. Hook, of Michigan,

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Clarence U. Landrum, of Minnesota, to ba
United States attorney for the district of
Minnesota, vice Victor E. Anderson, deceased,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Fripay, Avcust 26, 1949

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Reverend Warren M. Marshall,
Jr.,, M. A, B. D,, pastor of the Oakland
City Baptist Church, Atlanta, Ga.,
offered the following prayer:

O Lord, our Lord, how excellent is Thy
name in all the earth. The very thought
of Thee causes us to stand in adoration
or bow with a deep sense of utter un-
worthiness. Thou art the source of
every good and perfect gift. Thy
mercies are new every mornlng and
fresh every evening. Each day brings
some new token of Thy love, some new
proof of Thy mercy, some added expres-
sion of compassion.

Therefore, we beseech Thee to give us
an abiding sense of gratitude. Make us
to know that Thou alone art God. We
owe allegiance to none other. We
pledge anew our love and loyalty to Thee
and Jesus our Saviour. Give us under-
standing hearts, responsive minds, sub-
missive wills.

Blzass these Thy servants of our great
Nation.

Cleanse us from every wicked way.
Radeem us and make us wholly Thine,
through Jesus Christ our Lord, in whose
naime we humbly pray. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its elerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment concurrent resolutions of
the House of the following titles:

H. Con. Res. 102. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the attendance of a joint commit-
tee to represent the Congress at the Eighty-
third and final national encampment of
the Grand Army of the Republic; and
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H. Con. Res. 103. Concurrent resolution to
provide funds for the expenses of the joint
committee created pursuant to House Con-
current Resolution 102.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R.5300. An act making appropriations
to supply deficlencies in certain appropria-
tlons for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1949,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill, requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. McEELLAR, Mr, HAYDEN, Mr, RUSSELL,
Mr, Bringes, and Mr. GURNEY to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 3838, An act making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1650, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill, requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr., HaypEN, Mr. Tromas of Oklahoma,
Mr. O’'MasoNEY, Mr. WHERRY, and Mr.
GURNEY to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LUCAS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include certain letters and
editorials.

Mr. LANHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recort and include a report of {he Com-
mittee on Txpenditures.

Mr. BOLLING asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
speech by Mr. John A. Short.

Mr. MULTER asked and was given
permission to extend his own remarks in
the RECORD.

Mr. BREHM (at the request of Mr.
ARENDS) was given permission to extend
his remarks in the REcorp and include
an editorial.

Mr. SMATHERS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a speech made at
Miami by Secretary of the Navy Mat-
thews.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp in three separate
instances and in each to include exira-
neous matter.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I am advised by the Public Printer
that one of the extensions I desire to
make exceeds the limit established by
the Joint Committee on Printing and will
cost $208. Notwithstanding the excess I
ask unanimous consent that the exten-
sion may be made.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLE of Kansas asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp in two instances and in
each to include extraneous matter.

AUTHORITY FOR SPEAKER TO APPOINT
COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONS

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that notwithstand-
ing the adjourned periods of the House
until September 21 the Speaker be au-
thorized to appoint committees and
commissions authorizzd by law or by the
House.

The SFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

AUTHCRITY FOR SPEAKER AND CLERK TO
PERFORM CERTAIN ACTS DURING
RECESS

Mr. PRIEST, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that notwithstand-
ing the adjourned periods of the House
until September 21 the Clerk may receive
messages from the President and the
Senate, and that the Speaker may sign
any enrolled bills and joint resolutions
duly passed by the two Houses and found
truly enrolled.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objsction to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

INVESTORS GIVEN TAX DEDUCTIONS

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I have
received many induiries as to what the
tax situation is with reference to Ameri-
can citizens making investments in the
state of Israel. I am taking this means
of answering those many inquiries.

Like other United States nationals who
invest abroad, the tax responsibilities of
the American who invests in Israel do
not end with payment of Israeli taxes.
He must also meet the requirements of
the American tax law.

Each case of an American investor
abroad is considered individually by the
United States Bureau of Internal Reve-
nue.” In general, section 131 of the
United States Internal Reasvenue Code
provides a credit for texes paid abroad
on foreign income. E=xcept in the in-
stance of the subsidiary mentioned below,
credit may be claimed for income taxes
paic abroad, but not for payment of for-
eign corporate taxss. The credit may
not exceed the United States tax due on
this income.

Under section 131 of the United States
tax law an American domestic corpora-
tion which owns a majority of stock of a
subsidiary in Israel may claim United
States tax credits according to a formula
devised in the United States tax law
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